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Using Image Surveys to Assess Visual Preference 
Introduction 
The human landscape is a fine balance between the natural and the built environments.  
The open, green landscape (forests and fields) and the bare, functional hardscape (asphalt 
and concrete) combine to form the human experience.  As the built environment replaces 
the natural environment, it is important to determine the nature of the new vision to 
maximize the human experience for the greatest number of people.  In order to ensure 
that the needs of people are met by new urban design, inclusion of those who will be 
affected by new growth (indeed everyone) is necessary.  This research considers one such 
tool to determine preference for various urban features, the Community Image Survey, 
and suggests way to modify the tool to reach a greater audience. 
 Discussion of Public Participation and Visual Surveys 
Visual surveys are a useful tool to gauge people’s preferences.  These exercises are part 
of a general public participation process to help determine future design for an area.  John 
Friedmann, a planner and author, notes the importance of engaging the public for 
planning decisions, writing “if the communication gap between planner and client is to be 
closed, a continuing series of personal and primarily verbal transactions between them is 
needed, through which processed knowledge is fused with personal knowledge and both 
are fused with action” (Friedmann, 1973).  Visual surveys present a specific way to effect 
the personal knowledge that Friedmann references, as the client (or resident) can best 
speak to the urban features that are most appropriate for his or her community. 
 Definitions of Terms Used 
DCRP – Department of City and Regional Planning at the University of North Carolina 
at Chapel Hill.  Refers to the survey comparison exercise. 
Feature – An element of urban form such as sidewalk width or planted landscape.  
Features are measured for participant preference in the surveys. 
Image – Photograph, picture.  Often refers to the content of the picture. 
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Orientation – Positioning of a feature towards its audience (auto-oriented refers to those 
features that are designed predominantly for use by cars) 
Setback – Distance between a building and the public realm (the sidewalk or street) 
Survey – Refers to the exercise used to determine visual preference (could be in-person 
or online) 
Research Design 
This research has three primary objectives: 
• Test visual preferences for features of community form in 6 specific 
neighborhoods in Chapel Hill and Carrboro 
• Explore in-person surveys and online surveys 
• Create a resource for conducting future online image surveys 
Research Design Discussion 
Each of these three objectives is important in the field of planning.  The first objective is 
an exercise in community involvement.  The need for community involvement is 
discussed in greater detail in the Review of Relevant Literature below.  In brief, engaging 
the public to assess the feelings and opinions of residents allows planners to best meet 
policy decisions with the preferences of the people most affected by these decisions.  The 
Community Image Survey is a tool used to encourage public participation and thus 
determine what the feelings of the public are towards one aspect of planning:  design. 
 
In order to experiment with different levels of community involvement, several 
neighborhoods in Chapel Hill were targeted for participation in Community Image 
Surveys.  Chapel Hill was a logical choice for the surveys as it offers neighborhoods with 
diverse housing stock, including two recent “neo-traditional” developments:  Southern 
Village and Meadowmont.  These two neighborhoods/communities contain a mix of land 
uses making them unique places to study.  As discussed throughout, this research is not 
meant to be a definitive pronunciation of visual preferences for various aspects of 
community form across a large body of people; instead, this research explores the 
preferences of a group of individuals who choose to participate in the study and engage in 
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an exercise that can stimulate necessary discussion on the way our communities are 
formed and how they accommodate citizens. 
 
Finally, in order for tools like the Community Image Survey and other similar resources 
to be best utilized, they must be made more accessible to those people who wish to 
organize these activities.  Any guide or convenience that consolidates resources to make 
them easier to use is a welcome resources in itself as it can encourage others to engage in 
these community planning activities. 
 
 
 
“The 80’s called, they'd like their chain-link fence back.” – Meadowmont Resident 
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Research Method 
The primary method I will use to answer the research question will be the administering of 
modified Community Image Surveys to willing neighborhoods in Chapel Hill.  I will use the 
results from the surveys to determine if there are any differences in preference between the 
responding neighborhoods.  I will also test if the respondents share the view of proper urban 
design as determined in the literature. 
 
Additionally, I will target students in the Department of City and Regional Planning at the 
University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill for the exercise exploring the Community Image 
Survey by comparing the in-person survey to an online version.  A willing group of 
participants will be divided into two groups with half participating in the in-person survey 
and the other half taking the online survey.  The results will then compared are discussed. 
About Community Image Surveys 
The Community Image Survey was developed by the Local Government Commission in 
Sacramento, California, in conjunction with Anton Nelessen and Associates.  Anton 
Nelessen and Associates is known for its application of the Visual Preference Survey ™, a 
survey method created by the company to assess which design treatments of the built 
environment are preferred by the survey respondents.  The VPS consists of a set of 80 to 
240 images arranged in a presentation that is shown to the survey participants, who rate each 
images according to preference from -10 to 10.  The Community Image Survey typically 
contains a smaller set of images (between 40 and 60) and a rating system of -5 to 5, but 
follows the same idea of judging the design characteristics of the built environment that 
survey participants prefer. 
About the Local Government Commission 
The Local Government Commission (LGC) is nonprofit membership organization 
comprised of city officials, public agents, and private professionals who strive to better 
the communities in which they live.  These members support a common mission for the 
group described below. 
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LGC Mission 
The Local Government Commission assists local governments in establishing and 
nurturing the key elements of livable communities: 
• a healthier human and natural environment 
• a more sustainable economy 
• an actively engaged populace 
• an equitable society 
(source:  www.lgc.org) 
 Description of the Survey Used 
The survey employed for this research is in the form of a Community Image Survey with a 
set of 50 images from the local area.  The majority of the images used in the survey were 
taken between October 21 and November 4, 2007, in the Chapel Hill, Carrboro, Raleigh, 
and Durham area.  All images were taken under similar conditions (weather, season, and 
time of day) in order to minimize undesired influences on participant reaction.  The images 
consist of pairs of design features with one “good” image and one “bad” image.  The 
designation of good and bad is based on the design criteria described in the literature 
referenced.  The images are randomly arranged in the survey with the images in each pairs 
separated from one another.  Additionally, each survey used contains the same images as the 
surveys used in the other neighborhoods; however, the images are randomly arranged to 
minimize prejudices in survey design.  
 
Due to challenges in arranging meetings two separate surveys were designed.  One survey is 
in the form of the Community Image Survey used by the Local Government Commission 
described above.  The other survey is an online survey created through Qualtrics Survey 
Software at http://www.qualtrics.com.  This online survey includes the same images as the 
in-person survey, with an altered presentation of the images. 
 
The topics covered by both survey types include, but are not limited to, the following design 
features: 
 Single family residences 
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 Attached housing units 
 Residential streets 
 Commercial buildings 
 Commercial streets 
 Open space 
 Parking (lots and on-street) 
 Setbacks 
 
These topics are ones targeted in the photographs used in both surveys.  The presentation of 
these topics, however, is different in each survey type.  Details of the two survey designs 
follow. 
In-Person Survey 
For the in-person survey, the participants are shown each image for 10 seconds and asked to 
rate it from -5 to 5 when asked their feelings toward the contents of the image.  
Accompanying the scale ranging from -5 to 5 is a reference scale ranging with the following 
guides for the numerical scale (see Appendix A): 
• Strongly Dislike 
• Dislike 
• Neutral 
• Like 
• Strongly Like 
 
Participants are also instructed to make note of any image that they would like to discuss 
following the image survey.  After all images are shown, a discussion session takes place 
during which the participants can comment on the particular images shown or on images 
they would like to have seen.  This feedback session helps participants better understand the 
intentions of the survey and the contents of the images, while providing a qualitative 
response to the images not available with the quantitative results. 
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Online Survey 
The adapted online survey allows residents to participate in the planning process to 
determine neighborhood visual preference without physically attending a meeting.  The 
online survey allows for the flexibility of including residents who may have a scheduling 
conflict that prevents them from attending the in-person survey.  Additionally, anyone with a 
physical handicap that would otherwise prevent him or her from attending a visioning 
meeting would be able to participate in the online survey.  In contrast, however, the online 
survey is available only to those who have internet access. 
 
The online survey takes the form of the in-person survey by displaying images and asking the 
participants to rate the images based on the following questions: 
• Do you like what is shown in the photo? 
• Would you like to see this image in Chapel Hill or Carrboro? 
 
Additionally, the participants are asked to comment on the images throughout the survey to 
better understand the rationale behind the ratings.  The comments also provide a qualitative 
dimension to the results of the survey. 
 
The online survey consists of the same 50 images shown in the in-person survey.  In order 
to shorten the time necessary to take the online survey1, and thus increase the rate of 
response, the online survey contains only 30 of the 50 total images.  The 30 images used for 
a survey are randomly assigned using the Qualtrics Survey Software.  After randomly 
selected, the 30 images are randomly arranged by the software to minimize limitations in the 
survey design due to the order of the images used.   
Distribution 
Because of the flexibility of the online survey, distribution is easier than with the in-person 
survey.  After the survey was created with using the Qualtics Survey Software, the survey was 
imbedded in the Highway Safety Research Center’s website at the web address:  
                                                 
1 Seven trial tests of the 30 image survey were conducted with an average time of 11 minutes and 24 
seconds.  Four of the seven trials took less than 6 minutes.  The minimum amount of time taken was 3 
minutes and 50 seconds while one survey lasted 35 minutes and 1 second from start to finish. 
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http://www.hsrc.unc.edu/survey/.  This link was then sent to contacts at 4 different 
neighborhoods for distribution along their contact lists2.  The link was posted on the 
community websites of Meadowmont and Southern Village, found online at 
http://meadowmont.org/ and http://southernvillage.org/ respectively. 
 
Additionally, because the survey link was available to anyone with access to the Internet, 
participants could forward the link to their friends and neighbors.  This openness allowed 
anyone, even those outside of the target neighborhoods, to take the survey.  In order to 
account for these participants, the online survey includes a question asking participants to list 
the nearest intersection to their homes and provides a space for the participants to list the 
name of their neighborhood.  These two questions allow for the classification of new 
neighborhoods in addition to those targeted. 
Instructional Documents 
Included with the embedded survey on the Highway Safety Research Center website were a 
set of instructions and a fact sheet.  The instructions (see Appendix B) direct the participant 
to: 
1-  Read the Survey Fact Sheet for more information regarding the survey. 
2-  Begin the survey. 
3-  View each image for 5-10 seconds. 
4-  Rate each image based on the following questions: 
 Do you like what is shown in the photo? 
 Would you like to see this image in Chapel Hill or Carrboro? 
5-  Go with your initial gut reaction. 
6-  Comment on those images that you particularly like or dislike. 
7-  There are no right or wrong answers. 
8-  Have fun. 
 
The fact sheet (see Appendix C) provides additional information about the survey and the 
overall project.  The fact sheet answers questions that survey participants may have and 
                                                 
2 Initially 6 neighborhoods were targeted; however, only 4 were interested in participating.  Only two 
neighborhoods officially participated as discussed below. 
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contains contact information in the event that those taking the survey have additional 
questions. 
Scoring 
Like the scoring for the in-person survey, the online survey provides positive, negative, and 
neutral responses; however, unlike the scoring used for the in-person survey, in order to 
maintain clarity in the rating process, the online survey contains only 7 possible responses to 
the participant for rating the image (as opposed to the 11 potential responses possible with 
the in-person survey).  Additionally, the rating values for the online survey contain no 
numerical responses, only text responses.  The online responses include: 
• Dislike Extremely 
• Dislike Very Much 
• Dislike Slightly 
• Neutral 
• Like Slightly 
• Like Very Much 
• Like Extremely 
 
More discussion of the differences between the two surveys is provided below. 
Differences between Survey Types 
The adapted online survey is similar to the original in-person survey in image content but 
differs from it in the following ways: 
• Number of Images Used 
• Rating Values 
• User Comments 
• Survey Time 
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Number of Images Used 
As discussed, the online survey consists of the same 50 images shown in the in-person 
survey; however, in order to limit the length of the online survey, only 30 of the images are 
included in each survey. 
 
Because not all images are included in each survey, a large sample size of online survey 
participants is necessary to provide equal representation of all images.  A minimum of 20 
surveys would be necessary to allow for the opportunity of all of the 50 images to be shown 
in at least one survey.  No number of surveys, however, would guarantee that all images are 
shown equally nor would it guarantee that each images is in fact shown at least once. 
Rating Values 
Because the online survey provides more space for response than does the in-person score 
sheet, the use of the purely numerical representation of preference (scores from -5 to 5) to 
be more concise is not necessary.  Instead, the participants are asked to rate the images based 
on the responses list above.  The response values for the in-person are on a 11 point scale 
with 5 positive responses, 5 negative responses, and a neutral response.  In contrast, the 
response values for the online surveys are on a 7 point scale with 3 positive responses, 3 
negative responses, and a neutral response.  No numerical value is provided during the 
online survey; however, the responses from both surveys will be compared with each other 
on an equal basis. 
 
In order to compare the responses from the two different survey types (and the different 
scoring responses for the two surveys), the responses will be normalized.  First, the values 
for the online survey will be quantified to allow them to be more easily compared to the 
numeric responses of the in-person survey.  Next the response values from both survey 
types will be normalized to create a minimum value of -1 and a maximum value of 1.  This 
step will be accomplished by dividing each response by the maximum possible positive 
response for each survey scale (5 for the in-person survey and 3 for the online survey).  The 
normalized values can then be compared across survey type.  For example, a rating of 
“Dislike Extremely” on the online survey will be coded as a -3 value and then normalized to 
-1, which will equate to a rating of “-5” on the in-person survey (normalized to a -1 value). 
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User Comments 
The two surveys allow for different methods of qualitative feedback on the image content.  
As discussed, the in-person survey involves a post-survey discussion session to address 
additional comments on the image content.  This survey does not allow for feedback after 
each image in order to expedite the survey process.  As a result participants may not 
accurately remember which images they want to discuss. 
 
Conversely, the online survey provides opportunity for participants to comment on each 
image as the survey progresses.  Additionally participants can submit additional comments at 
the conclusion of the survey.  The inclusion of so many opportunities to comment on the 
photos or the survey may cause some participants to provide no comments or terse 
responses. 
Survey Time 
The final major difference between the two survey methods is in the survey time.  The in-
person survey includes three major components:  introduction, image survey, and discussion 
session.  The introduction section accounts for approximately 2-3 minutes of the survey 
time.  The image survey itself takes approximately 8 and a half minutes (50 images shown for 
10 seconds each).  The final section for discussion is variable and depends on the willingness 
of the participants to solicit substantive opinions on the images. 
 
The online survey consists of only two major components, the introductory material and the 
image survey itself.  The introductory material is perused at the participant’s own pace, 
making that portion of the survey of variable time.  Also, because each picture in the image 
survey provides an opportunity to comment, the survey too is of variable duration.  Thus the 
two modes have the potential to differ greatly in survey time.  A comparison of the average 
survey time will be included in the discussion of the results. 
Image Content 
The content of the images focuses on various features of urban form, including sidewalk 
type, sidewalk width, residential housing orientation, residential street type and width, 
commercial development orientation, open space type, open space context, office space 
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orientation, multi-family residential type, fence and wall type, parking design, and mixed 
uses. 
 
The pictures were taken with the intent of focusing on a particular feature listed above.  
Due to the complex nature of urban form; however, inevitably each picture contains 
numerous features that could influence one’s preference for its contents.  A more 
particular interpretation of specific features is addressed in a follow-up discussion about 
the images. 
 Image sources 
Personal Images 
The majority (forty) of the pictures used in the survey were pictures I personally took in 
order to capture particular features of urban form.  In order to maintain consistency 
among the images, I took most (thirty-eighty) of pictures between October 11, 2007, and 
November 11, 2007, between the hours of 10:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.  This methodology 
was important to minimize the differences in the landscape shown in the photographs.  
Pictures taken under these temporal restrictions have vegetation under similar seasonal 
stages, and the contents of the images have consistent lighting due to the restrictions on 
the time of day during which the pictures were taken.  Adherence to this methodology 
was intended to minimize problems arising from images that show houses covered in 
shadows or surrounded by denuded trees.  Such pictures might elicit negative responses 
simply due to the secondary content of the images instead of the intended primary content 
showing the particular feature of urban form in question. 
 
The personal pictures include pictures from Chapel Hill, Carrboro, and Raleigh, North 
Carolina, and San Diego, California.  All but two of the personal pictures were taken on a 
Canon Rebel XTi EOS Digital SLR Camera with a 18mm-55mm Canon Zoom Lens.  
The other two were taken using a Kodak DX3900 Zoom Digital Camera. 
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Local Government Commission 
Seven of the images used in the survey came from the Local Government Commission.  
These images were used in Community Image Surveys performed for the cities of North 
Highlands, Olivehurst, and South Gate, California.  The CISs were part of downtown 
charrettes for each of the cities. 
 
Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center Image Library 
The Pedestrian and Bicycle Information Center Image Library is an online resource with 
over 3500 images of different community issues.  Three of the images used in this survey 
were taken from this resource.  The locations of the images include Saugatuck, Michigan, 
and Boca Raton, Florida, while one image location was not recorded.  All three pictures 
from the Image Library were taken by Dan Burden. 
 
 
“Love it. Trees frame street well. Inviting to all users, pedestrian, cyclist, car...rikshaw. 
Houses relate to street well--close but not too close.”  - Meadowmont Resident
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Hypotheses and Expectations 
Response Rate 
The first hypothesis applicable to this survey and to many others is that the rate of 
response by those residents targeted will be very low.  Because there is no way to know 
how many people will receive and read the email notifications of the survey or will see 
the announcement of the survey on the community websites, determining the actual 
response rate is impossible. 
 
I hypothesize that between 15 and 20 residents will participate in the online survey for 
each neighborhood targeted.  Because not everyone will receive the notices about the 
image surveys, the pool of potential participants will be limited.  Not all in the pool will 
be willing to take the survey, and thus only a small number of responses are expected for 
each neighborhood. 
Neighborhood Differences 
Because the neighborhoods differ from one another in style and character, I expect there 
to be differences between the responses of the different neighborhoods.  The number of 
responses from all neighborhoods may be small as hypothesized above, and thus the 
comparisons between each individual neighborhood may be difficult to ascertain with 
any deal of accuracy in the conclusions.  Instead, on a larger scale, I expect the two neo-
traditional neighborhoods, Southern Village and Meadowmont, to have different 
responses than the other neighborhoods.  I anticipate that the participants from these two 
neighborhoods will favor images that depict good pedestrian environments as described 
below and dislike car-oriented features such as large parking lots and buildings with 
parking spaces between the sidewalk and the building. 
Survey Exercise 
During the secondary exercise to compare the in-person survey with the online survey, I 
anticipate better comments from participants in the in-person survey.  These better 
comments could include more in-depth discussion of community design as well as more 
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comments in general.  Because the length of the online survey is dictated by the number 
of questions the participants choose to answer, those people wishing to shorten the survey 
may choose to avoid commenting on the pictures.  Additionally, participants in the in-
person survey will be able to build off of the discussion that other participants generate, 
thus expanding ideas that those surveyed may not have otherwise considered. 
 
Finally, I anticipate similar responses between residents of the two neo-traditional 
neighborhoods and graduate planning students.  Hypothetically, the planning students 
will share affinity for the same urban features described above. 
 
 
“I would like this much better were the garage behind the house or on the side and if ther 
[sic] was less grass and more natives.” – Meadowmont Resident 
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Discussion of  “Good” Urban Design 
The following discussion includes a review of literature pertaining to the topic of visual 
preference and good design. 
 Review of Relevant Literature 
Research regarding urban form ranges from the macro-level orientation of cities to the 
site specific design details of proper aesthetical and functional qualities.  While overall 
urban form is important, much of this project focuses on smaller levels of detail.  Certain 
issues relevant to city form such the mix of land uses and the connectivity of the road 
system are addressed in this project; however, the bulk of the survey focuses on more 
specific details. 
 
Much of the relevant literature has been dedicated to the macro view of proper urban 
form.  These writings include discussions of the theoretical reasons for different city 
shapes (King, 1984) and theories of good city form (Lynch, 1981).  Kevin Lynch 
provides dimensions of performance for cities to function properly, including: 
 Vitality 
 Sense 
 Fit 
 Access 
 Control 
 Efficiency 
 Justice 
 
Lynch theorizes that proper form focusing on these dimensions and supporting a healthy 
society will be the best urban environment for users.  His dimensions pertain prominently 
to the overall form of the city, with little specific guidance to what design features best fit 
them.  Instead, Lynch provides examples of places with good vitality or bad sense, using 
the examples to assert his theory.  The performance measures can thus help one 
understand the specific design principles discussed below. 
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Another example of general principles of good urban form is discussed by Jane Jacobs 
(Jacobs, 1993).  Jacobs promotes building small blocks, mixing uses, constructing 
neighborhood parks, providing sidewalks, and focusing on the pedestrian.  While macro-
form oriented, Jacobs’s discussion considers urban design elements that facilitate contact 
between people.  Her writings are widely referenced as pivotal in the field of urban 
planning, namely with respect to form and design. 
 
In addition to his contributions mentioned above, Lynch also enumerates five elements of 
identity for a city (Lynch, 1964): 
 Landmarks 
 Paths 
 Districts 
 Edges 
 Nodes 
 
These elements are important aspects of urban form as they relate to more site-specific 
design issues.  In attempting to connect design with the preferences of the users of public 
space, those concerned with urban design might concentrate on these elements, since they 
are, according to Lynch, the most noticeable by users. 
 
Other specific factors of the urban environment that are considered aesthetically 
important are trees (Arnold, 1980).  Trees, especially canopy trees such as oaks and elms, 
have more significant roles along residential streets than downtown streets, but can be 
used in any urban setting.  One design implication of trees is the modulation of “space 
vertically to create a ceiling with great variability in transparency and height” (Arnold, 
p.37).  Trees can act both as landmarks and as edges to fit within Lynch’s elements of 
city identity. 
 
Perhaps the most specific delineation of preferable design is Anton Nelessen’s ten 
principles of small community design.  Nelessen (Nelessen, 1994) provides detailed 
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descriptions of good site design that fits the needs of users of space.  This writing is most 
applicable to this project because the conclusions drawn by Nelessen are the result of 
numerous Visual Preference Surveys™.  The ten principles of good urban form are: 
1- Human scale 
2- Ecological responsibility 
3- Pedestrianism 
4- Open spaces 
5- Core/Community focus 
6- Streetscapes 
7- Variation 
8- Mixed and multiple uses 
9- Design vocabulary 
10- Maintenance 
 
Through these principles, Nelessen provides proper site specific design.  For instance, 
Nelessen promotes the use of numerous features including, but by no means limited to: 
 Windows 
 Short setbacks between buildings and the road 
 Pedestrian amenities 
 Accessible public open space 
 Interconnected street network 
 Bike lanes 
 Alleyways 
 Visual termination 
 Street trees 
 Narrow streets 
 
These design features fit into the context of the research quoted above, namely Lynch’s 
and Jacob’s, in that the features are created on a pedestrian scale with attention paid to 
access, fit, and sense.  They are also supported by other authors such as Burton and 
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Mitchell who encourage interaction between the pedestrian and the city with an emphasis 
on distinctiveness in form (Burton, 2006). 
 
Another important source for specific design standards is provided by Watson (Watson et 
al., 2003).  The information compiled by these authors provides a comprehensive 
collection of standards to use for proper urban design, both on the macro level and the 
site-specific level.  The authors supplement the standards with histories of their use and 
with modern examples of application. 
 
Aesthetical qualities are especially relevant in architectural writings that connect design 
and art in the urban realm.  Architectural styles can play an important role in visual 
preference as discussed by Cliff Moughlin (Moughlin, 1999).  Jack Nasar provides 
appearance guidelines for creating pleasant, exciting, relaxing, or high-status appearances 
(Nasar, 1998).  For instance, Nasar suggests pleasant appearance guidelines might 
include (Nasar, p.131): 
1- Natural elements (vegetation and water) dominating built elements 
2- Moderate complexity 
3- High coherence, legibility, and compatibility of parts 
4- Panoramas and defined open space 
5- Easy maintenance 
6- Styles that look historical 
 
Again, features relevant to the pedestrian are considered good form to be replicated. 
 
Finally, Gordon Cullen writes about the human interaction with the built environment, 
especially visually.  Cullen notes that context is important for understanding the value of 
an individual building.  He writes, “One building standing alone in the countryside is 
experienced as a work of architecture, but bring half a dozen buildings together and an art 
other than architecture is made possible” (Cullen, 1961).  He also notes the power of 
vision in the built environment writing, “Vision is not only useful but it evokes our 
memories and experiences, those responsive emotions inside us which have the power to 
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disturb the mind when aroused” (Cullen, 1961).  This emotional reaction is manifested in 
three ways: 
• Optically – emotions evoked by the existing view and by the emerging view 
• Spatially – emotions evoked by where someone is in relation to the surrounding 
environment 
• Specifically – Cullen uses the word “content” to refer to the specific details of the 
area such as: 
 Color 
 Texture 
 Scale 
 Style 
 Character 
 Personality 
 Uniqueness 
 
The visioning survey exercises attempt to assess people’s emotions generated by having 
them rate pictures of urban areas based on their gut reactions to the image content.  The 
context that Cullen writes about for each image is limited; however, the scenes shown in 
each picture can nonetheless effect measurable emotions. 
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Application of  the Survey 
 Description of the Neighborhoods Studied 
Meadowmont 
The Meadowmont community is a planned, mixed-use community that combines single- 
and multi-family residential units, commercial areas, office space, a conference center, 
open space, and recreational opportunities, such as parks and multi-use greenways.  
Meadowmont is located north of NC-54, east of Chapel Hill (see Figure 1). 
 
Southern Village 
Southern Village, like Meadowmont, is a planned, mixed-use community.  Located south 
of Chapel Hill on US 15-501 (see Figure 1), Southern Village offers community space, an 
elementary school, office space, retail space, and single- and multi-family residential 
units. 
 
 
“I like the variety of stores and the brick, tree-lined sidewalk.  The parallel parking is 
reminiscent of Chapel Hill and its limited parking dilemma, but I like the picture here.”  
– Southern Village Resident
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Figure 1 – Map of Survey Locations 
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Pictures Used 
 
Image 1 
 
Image 2 
 
 
 
Image 3 
 
 
Image 5 
 
* Images 7, 23, 24, 25, 26, 28, and 30 were taken by the LGC 
 
Image 4 
 
 
Image 6 
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Results 
Results of the research are included here with a discussion of these results to follow.  
This section includes a general explanation of some of the information, but is reserved for 
the survey data. 
Neighborhood Cooperation 
Before discussion of the results, it is important to note that only three neighborhoods 
were willing to participate in the survey, and, of these, only the results from surveys in 
Southern Village and Meadowmont could be used, as the decision by the Larkspur 
neighborhood to participate came after the results could be included.  Neighborhood 
cooperation is as follows:  Southern Village and Meadowmont were willing to participate 
and their results are included; Larkspur was willing but the results are not included 
because the participation occurred after the survey period concluded; Northside and Lake 
Hogan Farms were interested but did not officially participate; and Poplar was not 
interested. 
 
Additionally, all neighborhoods except Southern Village expressed concern with the in-
person survey as few residents would be able attend the meeting.  Other neighborhoods 
did not have a meeting area available for conducting the in-person survey.  Thus, the 
neighborhoods willing to participate in the image survey were asked to take the online 
survey. 
Number of Responses 
Excluding the responses from the survey comparison analysis, 54 people participated in 
the online survey.  Of these 54 participants, half (27) of the participants were from 
Southern Village.  The next largest group consisted of other participants not in one of the 
targeted neighborhoods.  From the Meadowmont neighborhood, 10 residents participated 
in the survey. 
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Location of Participants 
Participants were asked to provide the intersection closest to where they live in order to 
determine their location and to learn more about their neighborhood in the event that it 
was not one of the targeted neighborhoods.  A map showing the locations of the these 
participants is shown in Figure 1 above. 
 
The results are analyzed to find the following characteristics: 
Mean Score – the average score for the image 
Median Score – the median score for the image 
Minimum Score – the minimum score received by the image 
Maximum Score – the maximum score received by the image 
Score Differential – the difference between the maximum and minimum scores for the 
image 
Standard Deviation – the standard deviation of the scores for the image 
 
Overall, the responses between different images were quite varied; however, consistency 
among respondents shows some general trends in the data.  In total, participants scored 
all images with an average adjusted score of 0.05, meaning that there was a reasonable 
combination of images that elicited both positive and negative response.  The highest 
rated image was Image 35 with an adjusted score of 0.80 depicting a greenway though 
well-maintained open space in Raleigh.  The lowest rated image was Image 08 with an 
adjusted score of -0.81 depicting a neighborhood commercial building in Carrboro.  The 
building shown has parking between the street and the building and no significant 
vegetation. 
 
Not all responses were consistent among all respondents.  Several (11) of the images had 
responses that ranged from scores of -1 to 1, indicating a disagreement about the 
desirability of the image content among participants.  The image with the greatest degree 
of disagreement among participants was Image 11 with a standard deviation among the 
scores of 0.49.  This image depicts large houses in a cul-de-sac in Raleigh.  Scores for 
this image ranged from -1 to 1.  The image with the highest consistency among the scores 
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was Image 23 with a standard deviation among the scores of 0.27.  This image depicts 
mixed-use buildings in a downtown environment in California.  Scores for this image 
ranged from -0.67 to 0.67. 
 
Individuals were rather varied in their responses.  As could be expected, some 
participants had overall negative reactions towards to the pictures while others had 
overall positive reactions towards the pictures.  Individuals ranged from an average rating 
of all images of -0.43 to a rating of 0.43. 
 
In order to best view the results, the data is broken up into the following categories: 
Southern Village – Results from the Southern Village neighborhood 
Meadowmont – Results from the Meadowmont neighborhood 
Neo-Traditional – Results from Southern Village and Meadowmont combined 
Other Neighborhoods – All neighborhoods combined except the two neo-traditional 
neighborhoods 
DCRP – Results from the students participating in the comparison exercise 
Southern Village 
As mentioned, there were 27 participants in the online survey from Southern Village.  
Throughout these responses, participants scored all images with an average adjusted 
score of 0.06, meaning that there was a reasonable combination of images that elicited 
both positive and negative response.  This value is also within 0.01 of the overall value, 
representing an insignificant difference between the scores.  Also like the overall data, 
the highest rated image for this subsection was Image 35 with an adjusted score of 0.82.  
The lowest rated image was Image 24 with an adjusted score of -0.80 depicting a wide 
car-oriented commercial street in California. 
 
Like the overall data not all responses from Southern Village were consistent among all 
respondents.  A few (7) of the images had responses that ranged from scores of -1 to 1, 
indicating a disagreement about the desirability of the image content among participants.  
The image with the greatest degree of disagreement among participants was Image 32 
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with a standard deviation among the scores of 0.70.  This image depicts a three-story 
parking garage surrounded by palm trees in Florida.  Scores for this image ranged from -1 
to 1.  The image with the highest consistency among the scores was Image 35 with a 
standard deviation among the scores of 0.22.  This image depicts the greenway through 
open space.  Scores for this image ranged from 0.33 to 1. 
 
Individuals from Southern Village were rather varied in their responses.  As noted in the 
overall data, some participants had overall negative reactions towards to the pictures 
while others had overall positive reactions towards the pictures.  Individuals from 
Southern Village had the same range of average rating of all images, -0.43 to a rating of 
0.43. 
Meadowmont 
The Meadowmont neighborhood had 10 participants in the online survey.  Throughout 
these responses, participants scored all images with a lower average adjusted score than 
the overall group with an average score of 0.01, or almost equal positive and negative 
response.  The highest rated image for this subsection was Image 13 with an adjusted 
score of 0.80 showing a tree-line street in Raleigh.  The lowest rated image was Image 18 
with an adjusted score of -0.89 depicting a large, open parking lot at a Target in Raleigh. 
 
Like the overall data not all responses from Meadowmont were consistent among all 
respondents.  Two of the images had responses that ranged from scores of -1 to 1, 
indicating a disagreement about the desirability of the image content among participants.  
The image with the greatest degree of disagreement among participants was Image 47 
with a standard deviation among the scores of 0.76.  This image depicts a house hidden 
behind a large, white wall.  Scores for this image ranged from -1 to 0.67.  The image with 
the highest consistency among the scores was Image 23 with a standard deviation among 
the scores of 0.15.  This image depicts the multi-use building in California.  Scores for 
this image ranged from 0 to 0.33. 
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Individuals from Meadowmont were also rather varied in their responses.  As noted in the 
overall data, some participants had overall negative reactions towards to the pictures 
while others had overall positive reactions towards the pictures.  Individuals from 
Meadowmont had a range of average rating of all images, -0.38 to a rating of 0.30. 
Neo-Traditional 
The two previous subsections together combine to have 37 participants in the online 
survey.  Throughout these responses, participants scored all images approximately the 
same average adjusted score as the overall group with an average score of 0.05.  The 
highest rated image for this subsection was Image 35 with an adjusted score of 0.8 
showing the greenway in open space.  The lowest rated image was Image 8 with an 
adjusted score of -0.80 depicting the bare commercial building in Carrboro. 
 
Like the overall data not all responses from the two neo-traditional neighborhoods were 
consistent among all respondents.  Nine of the images had responses that ranged from 
scores of -1 to 1, indicating a disagreement about the desirability of the image content 
among participants.  The image with the greatest degree of disagreement among 
participants was Image 11 with a standard deviation among the scores of 0.65.  This 
image depicts the large houses in the cul-de-sac.  Scores for this image ranged from -1 to 
1.  The image with the highest consistency among the scores was Image 35 with a 
standard deviation among the scores of 0.23.  This image depicts the greenway in open 
space.  Scores for this image ranged from 0.33 to 1. 
 
Individuals from these two neighborhoods were also rather varied in their responses.  As 
noted in the overall data, some participants had overall negative reactions towards to the 
pictures while others had overall positive reactions towards the pictures.  Individuals 
from the neo-traditional neighborhoods ranged from an average range of -0.43 to 0.43. 
Other Neighborhoods 
The other neighborhoods apart from the two neo-tradition ones discussed above have 14 
participants in the online survey.  Throughout these responses, participants scored all 
images with much higher scores than the overall group with an average score of 0.14.  
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The highest rated image for this subsection was Image 35 with an adjusted score of 0.85 
showing the greenway in open space.  The lowest rated image was Image 8 with an 
adjusted score of -0.71 depicting the bare commercial building in Carrboro. 
 
Like the overall data not all responses from the other neighborhoods were consistent 
among all respondents.  The image with the greatest degree of disagreement among 
participants was Image 16 with a standard deviation among the scores of 0.66.  This 
image depicts a wide residential street with no curbs.  Scores for this picture ranged from 
-1 to 0.67.  The image with the highest consistency among the scores was Image 46 with 
all 6 participants who viewed this image giving it a rating of 0.67.  This image depicts a 
tree-line residential street. 
  
Individuals from these other neighborhoods were also rather varied in their responses.  As 
noted in the overall data, some participants had overall negative reactions towards to the 
pictures while others had overall positive reactions towards the pictures.  Individuals 
from the neo-traditional neighborhoods ranged from an average range of -0.1 to 0.33. 
DCRP 
The DCRP graduate students participated in the online survey as part of the exercise to 
compare the in-person survey to the online survey.  Because this group is not randomly 
selected, the results from these surveys cannot represent the general public; however, the 
responses are worth exploring. 
 
Ten planning students participated in the online survey.  Across this subsection, students 
scored all images with a slightly higher average than the overall group with an average 
score of 0.08.  The two highest rated images for the students were Image 4 and Image 42 
with an adjusted score of 0.93 each.  The first shows a commercial area with cobblestone 
streets in Raleigh.  The latter shows a café with tables spilling onto the sidewalk in 
Raleigh.  The lowest rated image was Image 18 with an adjusted score of -0.94 depicting 
the large Target parking lot. 
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Like the overall data not all responses from the students were consistent among all 
respondents.  The image with the greatest degree of disagreement among participants was 
Image 6 with a standard deviation among the scores of 0.69.  This image depicts a large, 
attractive house with a garage in the front.  Scores for this image ranged from -1 to 0.67.  
The image with the highest consistency among the scores was Image 35 with a standard 
deviation among the scores of 0.13.  Scores for this image ranged from 0.67 to 1.  This 
image depicts the greenway through open space. 
  
Students, like other participants, were varied in their responses.  As noted in the overall 
data, some participants had overall negative reactions towards to the pictures while others 
had overall positive reactions towards the pictures.  Student participants ranged from an 
average rating of -0.12 to 0.24. 
 
 
“Why is the car the most prominent feature of the house?  The driveway, garage and car 
are more noticeable than anything else. Too many non native species aka lots of water 
use to maintain yard” – Meadowmont Resident 
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Image Ranks 
Survey Top 10 Images 
Table 1 below contains a list of the 10 highest rated images for each subsection of survey 
respondents is provided below.  For a complete list ranking all images by subsection, see 
Appendix D. 
 
Table 1 – Online Survey Highest Rated Images by Neighborhood 
Ranking All Survey 
Responses 
Southern 
Village 
Neo-
Traditional 
Other 
Neighborhoods 
DCRP 
1 Image35 Image35 Image35 Image35 Image42 
2 Image39 Image39 Image21 Image21 Image4 
3 Image21 Image21 Image39 Image39 Image3 
4 Image20 Image13 Image13 Image20 Image20 
5 Image13 Image20 Image20 Image9 Image13 
6 Image46 Image46 Image46 Image13 Image21 
7 Image9 Image9 Image50 Image46 Image46 
8 Image50 Image50 Image9 Image50 Image50 
9 Image4 Image4 Image4 Image4 Image35 
10 Image3 Image41 Image3 Image25 Image39 
 
Survey Bottom 10 Images 
Table 2 below contains a list of the 10 lowest rated images for each subsection of survey 
respondents is provided below.  For a complete list ranking all images by subsection, see 
Appendix D. 
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Table 2 – Online Survey Lowest Rated Images by Neighborhood 
Ranking Total Southern 
Village 
Neo-
Traditional 
Other 
Neighborhoods 
DCRP 
41 Image47 Image18 Image47 Image22 Image45 
42 Image14 Image45 Image45 Image38 Image36 
43 Image30 Image47 Image18 Image28 Image10 
44 Image22 Image30 Image30 Image30 Image8 
45 Image45 Image14 Image14 Image24 Image11 
46 Image18 Image22 Image22 Image45 Image12 
47 Image28 Image26 Image26 Image47 Image26 
48 Image24 Image28 Image28 Image26 Image22 
49 Image26 Image8 Image24 Image18 Image24 
50 Image8 Image24 Image8 Image8 Image18 
 
Highest Rated Images 
Eight images were rated in the top 10 for each subsection of analysis.  Those images, and 
a description of their content, are listed in Table 3: 
 
Table 3 – Highest Rated Images 
Image 
Number 
Description 
4 Attractive commercial district with cobblestone streets 
13 Small house with chain-link fence and small trees 
20 Narrow, cobblestone street in a commercial area 
21 Small house with a porch and trees 
35 Greenway passing through well-maintained open space 
39 Open space full of people 
46 Tree-lined residential street 
50 Sidewalk with vegetation in the middle 
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Lowest Rated Images 
Six images were rated in the bottom 10 for each subsection of analysis.  Those images, 
and a description of their content, are listed in Table 4: 
 
Table 4 – Lowest Rated Images 
Image 
Number 
Description 
8 Small commercial building with no vegetation and parking between the 
building and the street 
18 Large, open parking lot 
22 Residential house with no natural vegetation in the front yard 
24 Wide, commercial street 
26 Wide, commercial street with traffic 
45 Strip mall commercial development 
 
Survey Comparison Exercise 
Survey Time 
Due to the larger sample size of images (50) and the informal discussion session 
following the images, the in-person survey took approximately 35 minutes.  This time 
included approximately 2 minutes of introduction to the project and description of the 
rating system used for the images, 8 and a half minutes of survey images, and 
approximately 25 minutes of informal discussion following the structured survey.  The 35 
minute time period grossly outweighed the average time for the students who took the 
online survey.  The average survey time for this group was 9 minutes and 21 seconds 
which included both the image survey and the comment section.  Additionally, the DCRP 
online surveys ranged in time from 5 minutes and 37 seconds to 21 minutes and 14 
seconds.  With the exception of the longest survey time, all the other surveys completed 
online by the DCRP students took approximately 8 minutes. 
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Results 
The results of the student online survey are described above as a subsection of all online 
surveys.  The results of the adjusted in-person survey are included here.  For a summary 
comparison between the two survey methods, see Table 5 below. 
 
The DCRP graduate students participated in the in-person survey as part of an exercise to 
compare the in-person survey to the online survey.  Because this group is not randomly 
selected, the results from these surveys cannot represent the general public, and are best 
used in comparison with the student online survey, as both populations were similar. 
 
Twelve planning students participated in the in-person survey, which took place on 
March 28, 2008.  Student participants in this exercise scored all images with a slightly 
higher average than the overall group with an average score of 0.06.  The highest rated 
image for the in-person survey was Image 39 with an adjusted score of 0.9, which depicts 
an open area full of people in Carrboro.  The lowest rated image was Image 18 with an 
adjusted score of -0.94 depicting the large Target parking lot.  This result was the same as 
that of the student online survey. 
 
Like the data from the online surveys, not all responses from the in-person surveys were 
consistent among all respondents.  The image with the greatest degree of disagreement 
among participants was Image 30 with a standard deviation among the scores of 0.51.  
This image depicts a sidewalk with no trees next to on-street parking in California.  
Scores for this image ranged from -1 to 0.8.  The image with the highest consistency 
among the scores was Image 18 with a standard deviation among the scores of 0.12.  
Scores for this image ranged from -1 to -0.6.  This image depicts the parking lot at 
Target. 
  
Participants in the in-person survey, like those in the online survey, were varied in their 
responses.  As noted in the overall data, some participants had overall negative reactions 
towards to the pictures while others had overall positive reactions towards the pictures.  
Scoring from in-person participants ranged from an average score of -0.06 to 0.21. 
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Table 5 – Comparison of In-Person and Online Survey Results 
 In-Person Survey Online Survey 
Number of Participants 12 10 
Overall Average Score 0.06 0.08 
Highest Rated Image Image 39 Image 4, Image 42 
Lowest Rated Image Image 18 Image 18 
Highest Score 0.90 0.93 
Lowest Score -0.85 -0.94 
Most Consistent Scores Image 18 Image 10 
Least Consistent Scores Image 30 Image 6 
Average Standard 
Deviation 
0.31 0.35 
 
Comparison Exercise Rankings 
In order to understand the results of the comparison exercise, it is useful to view the 
image rankings of both survey types.  Table 6 below shows these rankings. 
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Table 6 – Image Rank by Survey Type 
Survey Type Survey Type Survey Type 
Ranking 
In-
Person Online Ranking
In-
Person Online Ranking 
In-
Person Online 
1 Image39 Image4 21 Image7 Image48 41 Image49 Image45
2 Image50 Image42 22 Image32 Image44 42 Image22 Image36
3 Image9 Image3 23 Image48 Image31 43 Image12 Image10
4 Image3 Image20 24 Image5 Image5 44 Image11 Image8 
5 Image4 Image13 25 Image37 Image7 45 Image36 Image11
6 Image20 Image21 26 Image44 Image37 46 Image45 Image12
7 Image15 Image46 27 Image2 Image2 47 Image8 Image26
8 Image46 Image50 28 Image14 Image32 48 Image26 Image22
9 Image25 Image35 29 Image38 Image6 49 Image24 Image24
10 Image21 Image39 30 Image31 Image19 50 Image18 Image18
11 Image42 Image9 31 Image17 Image27    
12 Image35 Image40 32 Image1 Image14    
13 Image23 Image29 33 Image19 Image1    
14 Image34 Image41 34 Image28 Image38    
15 Image29 Image25 35 Image27 Image16    
16 Image40 Image33 36 Image30 Image30    
17 Image41 Image34 37 Image13 Image49    
18 Image33 Image23 38 Image10 Image17    
19 Image43 Image15 39 Image16 Image28    
20 Image6 Image43 40 Image47 Image47    
 
As can be observed, the rankings are similar but not equal.  These differences are most 
likely due to the small sample sizes of both surveys.  Notable3 differences between the 
rankings are as shown in Table 7 below. 
 
 
                                                 
3 Notable differences in rank are those 10 or more positions apart. 
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Table 7 – Notable Differences in Image Rank by Survey Type 
Image Difference in 
Rank 
Description of Image 
13 33 Small house with chain-link fence and small trees 
15 12 Narrow sidewalk with tree cover 
6 10 Large house with landscaping and prominent garage 
42 10 Sidewalk cafe 
 
Comments 
All comments from the overall online survey results are included in Appendix E.  Select 
comments are included here for analysis. 
 
In general, the picture that received the greatest number of comments was Image 6.  This 
image depicts a large, attractive house in a suburban neighborhood.  The house is fronted 
by a landscaped yard and prominently features a large garage.  In all, thirteen people 
commented on this picture.  These comments ranged from “Such a pretty house, and 
nicely landscaped” to “You couldn't add another architectural element to the front of this 
thing if you wanted to. House sits too far from road, porch not inviting. Garage on front? 
Please tell me it's not multi-car (I'm sure it is).”  This image received an average score of 
0.17, meaning that participants were on average slightly favorable to the content, with an 
overall standard deviation of 0.43, representing a large amount of disagreement within 
the scoring. 
 
On the other end of the scale, the picture that received the fewest number of comments 
was Image 27.  This image depicts a large, undeveloped lot in Raleigh.  The picture 
offers little context to the surrounding environment which may have limited the response.  
This image received an average score of -0.12, meaning that participants were on average 
slightly unfavorable to the content, with an overall standard deviation of 0.33, 
representing a moderate amount of disagreement within the scoring. 
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The follow-up comments also allowed participants to provide feedback on other aspects 
of visual preference and the survey.  The first prompt asks participants if there were other 
urban features they would have liked to have seen in the pictures.  This comment was 
intended to elicit feedback about new images to include in future surveys; however, many 
who commented on this prompt discussed features they wished to see in a community.  
The 33 responses to this question focused mainly on trees and greenery.  The majority 
(18) of the comments mentioned trees, greenery, and/or parks. 
 
The final section of comments asked for additional thoughts that the participants wished 
to share.  Only 9 people commented on this portion of the survey.  In general, participants 
used this space to further clarify the features of urban form that they like (trees and rural 
spaces) and disliked (new construction and utility wires).  Additionally, two of the nine 
comments expressed a joy in taking the survey. 
Results by Feature 
As noted, each photograph may contain multiple features of urban form.  The comments 
on each picture help enhance the feedback on each of these features.  The following 
features are discussed below based on images in which they are depicted and the user 
comments on those images. 
• Sidewalks 
• Residential Streets 
• Walls and Fences 
• Commercial Streets 
• Residential Houses 
• Commercial Buildings 
• Office Space 
• Parking 
• Mixed Use Areas 
• Attached Housing (multi- and single-family units) 
• Open Space 
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Sidewalks 
General comments on sidewalks favor wider sidewalks to narrow ones (“Too narrow of a 
sidewalk for pedestrians.  I wouldn’t feel safe walking” on Image 1).  Comments also 
point to the need for wider buffers between the sidewalk and the road (“Far too little 
separation between sidewalk and road” on Image 1).  Some users also noted the need for 
better sidewalk maintenance.  One participant commented on the sidewalk café shown in 
Image 42, “I love the eating outdoors; however, the sidewalk needs repaired.”  Even the 
popular tree-line sidewalk shown in Image 15 received criticism:  “Sidewalks too narrow 
and bumpy.  Overall greenery is good.”  Aesthetically, participants noted that consistent 
colors of pavement or different paving treatments such as brick or stone are best (“The 
sidewalk is wide and made of lovely brick” on Image 3).  Those people who commented 
on sidewalks made it known that sidewalks improved the pedestrian environment.  After 
listing a number of disagreeable aspects of the road depicted in Image 26, one user wrote, 
“Only good thing is the sidewalk.” 
Residential Streets 
Based on the comments on residential streets, participants typically focused more on 
houses and sidewalks than on the street itself.  Several people, however, did comment on 
the streets.  Those who did had mixed reactions to cul-de-sacs.  Some liked them because 
they limited traffic (“it looks like a quiet neighborhood because the houses are in a cul-
de-sac” and “there is probably pretty good skateboarding in the cul-de-sac” on Image 11) 
while others expressed their disdain (“Asphalt cul-de-sac kills what could be wonderful 
shared space” on Image 11). 
 
Several participants remarked on street width, preferring narrow streets to wider ones 
(“the road is so wide it still looks like you could land a plane” on Image 5 and “streets a 
little broad---can imagine traffic speed is a little high” on Image 49).  Similarly 
participants preferred houses that were closer to the street (“houses not too far from 
street” on Image 5). 
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Overall, the most attractive features of residential streets were mature shade trees. Some 
people commented on the presence of trees (“Good street, mature trees frame well” on 
Image 41 and “Trees. . .provide a sense of security and buffer the sidewalk from the 
street” on Image 46) while others commented on scenes that lacked trees (“There should 
be trees lining both sides of the streets.  It will look much nicer in 20 years.  Too bad 
developers are encouraged to clear all the mature trees before they build” on Image 16). 
 
One factor that could detract from a street was the presence of utility poles or power 
lines.  Several people commented on the unattractive nature of these features (“Power 
lines make this poorly maintained street even uglier” on Image 5 and (“Add some shade 
trees and bury the powerline [sic] and this would be great” on Image 30). 
Walls and Fences 
Five pictures prominently featured walls or fences.  In general, participants had mixed 
reactions to walls.  Most liked the privacy that walls bring (“Why the wall?  Is there a 
court yard on the other side for people to mingle/sit?  If so, then I guess it's ok” on Image 
2).  Others disliked the separation created by the walls (“too gated...doesnt seem part of a 
neighborhood...too exclusive” on Image 47).  Other respondents focused on the 
aesthetical qualities of the barrier (“Well, if you have to have a wall to keep people out, at 
least this is relatively attractive” on Image 2). 
 
When viewing fences, people preferred picket fences (“I really like picket fences” on 
Image 7) over chain-link fences (“The chain linked fence ruins this property” on Image 
13).  While most people liked the picket fences, some preferred the houses to have no 
fence (“Could do without the white picket fence, but the house itself seems to have a little 
bit more charm and character than cookie cutter subdivision houses do” on Image 40). 
Commercial Streets 
Like residential streets, one important feature on commercial streets was the presence of 
vegetation and trees.  For a picture showing a drab downtown area, one user wrote, “the 
only thing breaking the sidewalk are traffic signs and utility poles. Would prefer 
landscape bumpouts with small trees.”  Participants also liked areas with special details 
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such as paving treatments or architectural changes (“[Street] looks vibrant because of 
trees and awnings. Cobblestone makes it more charming. Need some parked cars and 
people to improve” on Image 20.) 
 
People also looked for a sense identity in the pictures.  Streets with large billboards and 
wide lanes lacked unique charm (“Ugly.  Bland” on Image 24 and “Terrible signage. Too 
many lanes of traffic” on Image 28).  Two participants provide contrasting opinions on 
the extreme examples of these conditions.  When looking at the cobblestone street shown 
in Image 20, one person wrote, “I love the character of this - the mature trees, stone & 
brick work.   It's lovely.”  Conversely, when viewing the wider commercial street shown 
in Image 24, one participant wrote, “Anytown, USA.  I feel lost and overwhelmed.”  The 
reference to “Anytown, USA” shows the lack of identity within that particular street such 
that it could be located anywhere. 
Residential Houses 
Comments on residential houses express a distaste for prominently-featured garages on 
the front of houses.  One participant, when shown the large house in Image 6, wrote, 
“Garage on front? Please tell me it's not multi-car (I'm sure it is),” while another wrote, “I 
would like this much better were the garage behind the house or on the side and if ther 
was less grass and more natives.” 
 
Other participants noted that too many architectural styles on a house were unnecessary 
and in fact unattractive.  One person wrote, “You couldn't add another architectural 
element to the front of this thing if you wanted to” when describing the house shown in 
Image 6.  Another person described the houses shown in Image 11 as having “too many 
rooflines, window styles, usless shutters, highlighted garages and that ridiculous 
hexagonal thing.”  One participant went as far as to describe the house shown in Image 
22 as “soulless for all the faux architectural detail.” 
 
Instead of those houses with multiple architectural styles, participants preferred simple 
housing styles, especially those houses with porches.  Porches allow for people in the 
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public realm (on the street) to interact with those in the private realm (in the house).  One 
person noted this benefit writing about Image 21, “In these older houses, I like how the 
porch, viewed from the street, provides an open and inviting sense to the house 
(especially compared to the house/garage a couple pictures back).” 
Commercial Buildings 
Commercial buildings were featured in 9 pictures used in the survey.  The general 
responses to these pictures showed a preference for smaller, local business areas and 
commercial areas that cater to pedestrian shoppers over large retail stores with parking 
lots.  Even in the picture of downtown San Diego (Image 3), people liked the 
approachable nature of the scene.  One participant commented, “I like neighborhoods 
with small stores where you can walk, park and feel part of the local scene.”  Even the 
car-oriented market shown in Image 38 elicits some positive response such as, “I think in 
the picture the building actually looks well kept and very mom and popish” and “this 
looks a little friendly and old-fashioned on one hand but just ugly on the other.”  The 
small scale of the business help its appeal to the participants. 
 
Another notable finding within the comments is that only one person recognized (or 
made mention of) the fact that the building shown in Image 29 is used for a business.  
This person wrote, “am assuming from the sign in the yard that this is a business, not a 
home.  Would say nice re-use of property.  Warm and charming.”  The others 
commenting on the photograph note aspects of the property as a house.  While the 
building most likely was once used as house, it’s current use as a business is innocuous 
enough that most people shown a picture of the building are unaware of its use (without 
first reading the sign). 
 
Finally, people were opposed to strip mall commercial areas.  Several people claimed to 
“hate” them.  One participant wrote about the mall shown in Image 45, “Looks sterile: 
Same old suburban style shopping center you can find anywhere. Parking in front! Blah!”  
Another person, however, recognized that these areas have some redemption writing, 
“Hate strip malls, but sometimes they are a necessary evil.” 
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Office Space 
Participants in the survey were generally unhappy with the office space shown in the 
photographs.  The rather suburban office space depicted in Image 10 and Image 31 have 
large parking lots and are removed from surrounding land uses.  Instead, some 
participants wanted to see office space near residential or commercial areas (“not bad 
looking but i'm [sic] a bigger fan of mixed use developments” on Image 31.  Others 
found these spaces “Bland, boring, sterile” or “boring to look at” (Image 10) because they 
lacked a connection with the rest of the community.  Image 23 shows office space in a 
downtown environment.  While somewhat bland and “a little run-down,” much of the 
criticism of the content of this picture focused on the visual aspects of the property and 
the surrounding features.  Because the office space is mixed in with other land uses, 
participants were able to view the space positively in its context.  One person wrote, 
“Fortunately, there is an [evenness] to the streetscape. The sidewalk is wide enough to 
allow an occasional bench, but not much planting. Repeating theme with evenly spaced 
columns and banners make a comfortable divider between street traffic and pedestrians. 
Also, curbside parking adds security. I like the tall (date) palms clustered at the end of the 
street in front of what looks like a community building.  Street looks clean and safe.” 
Parking 
In general, people had strong opinions on parking.  The bulk of the criticism leveled at 
parking areas was negative towards large parking lots.  Even when viewing a large 
parking lot filled to near capacity (as shown in Image 12), participants were still critical.  
One wrote, “I hate the unncessary amount of parking.  What a waste of valuable real 
estate.  Why not have parking decks instead.  I do like all the trees though.  I wonder if 
they were planted later or part of ‘tree protection areas.’”  This positive sentiment 
towards trees was shared with other people.  Another wrote of this same picture, 
“Building is ugly. Parking lot too vast. At least the parking lot has some trees.”  
Similarly, another person commented on the parking lot shown in Image 18, “too much 
parking.  [At] least there is some green on the median.” 
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Other participants disliked parking between the building and the street.  The parking so 
placed creates a barrier between the building and pedestrians who may patronize the 
business.  One participant wrote about the parking shown in Image 38, “The problem 
with front loaded parking off of the street is the extreme danger it poses when drivers 
have to back out into traffic, and OVER pedestrians, especially children who cannot be 
seen out of high rear windows on SUV's. I wouldn't let my kids walk past this sort of 
place when they were little.”  When commenting on the office space shown in Image 10, 
one person wrote, “Parking lot should be behind building with entrances on street and at 
back for easy access from both routes.” 
 
Based on all of the comments, there was a mixed view among participants regarding on-
street parking.  Most people viewed this type of parking as beneficial as it separates 
pedestrians from the motor-vehicle traffic.  When commenting on the apartments in 
Image 25, one person wrote, “Iron fence creates nice seperation [sic] from street, as does 
on-street parking.”  Another person praised on-street parking when writing about the 
sidewalk shown in Image 30 (“Some good elements like on-street parking and planting 
strip between the road and sidewalk make pedestrians feel safe”).  Others, however, 
simply expressed their disapproval, demonstrating a lack of consensus on this particular 
feature. 
 
People favored parking garages to surface parking lots, although they were not entirely 
pleased with the structures.  One person stated his or her preference for the parking 
garage shown in Image 37 as it “Maximizes parking in a less offensive manner than 
widespread lots.”  Others appreciated the aesthetical qualities of this parking garage (“As 
far as parking decks go, I really appreciate the effort put into making this structure more 
appealing aesthetically.  Additionally, the trees and concrete barriers lining the street 
right side of the deck provide a valuable buffer.”) as well as the parking deck depicted in 
Image 32 (“is that a parking deck?!!?  It's certainly one of the more colorful decks I've 
ever seen, but still a parking deck.”)  Not everyone was pleased with the structures, 
however, writing about the deck in Image 37, “It's an ugly building that conveys nothing” 
and “Scale is somewhat intimidating.” 
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Attached Housing (multi- and single-family units) 
The number of pictures showing attached housing in this survey was limited and thus the 
comments were few.  As with the single-family houses discussed above, people preferred 
simple designs for multi-family housing.  One participant expressed disapproval of the 
apartments shown in Image 2 writing, “Too many [different] architectural elements on 
the buildings.”  Similarly, some creativity in style is appropriate.  One participant 
commented on the apartments shown in Image 25 writing “Architectural elements are 
varied but not overwhelming.”  Another participant described elements of these 
apartments that are attractive and should be replicated:  “Staggered facades and heights 
encourage eyes on the street and urban interaction.” 
 
The housing units shown in Image 19 are not apartments, but rather single-family 
attached housing; however, they fall into a similar analysis group.  People commenting 
on these units disliked the number of driveways for the units and preferred property with 
trees (“Too many driveways. Not enough trees” on Image 19).  Like with the single-
family housing, participants did not like the prominently featured garages (“Garage 
should not be most prominent facade or closest to the street” on Image 19). 
Open Space 
Three photographs featured types of open space:  Image 27, Image 34, and Image 35.  
The first of these shows an undeveloped lot surrounded by large, big-box stores (Lowe's 
and Target).  The context is not easily apparent from the picture; however, one participant 
noted that the lack of trees or maintained grasses in the lot was a harbinger of future 
development.  Overall, however, only two people commented on this picture.  More 
people commented on the other two photographs of open space, the former of which 
shows public art in a park and the latter of which shows a greenway through an open 
area.  The comments on these pictures were generally very positive, especially for the 
picture of the greenway.  As noted in the numerical results, this image was often rated as 
the best image by participants.  The comments reflected this status.  Participants 
expressed compliments by saying, “This area looks safe and perfect for a picnic or to jog 
around on nice days” and “How lovely. I would walk, ride my bike, or let my dog run 
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here!”  The picture of the artwork was better received for the open space than for the 
artwork itself.  The comments were mixed between people who like the art and who 
dislike it; however, because the art is situated in an open, vegetated area, the picture was 
well-received. 
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Discussion 
Considering all of the comments received during the surveys and the participant opinions 
derived from them, priority can be given to the most important features as determined by 
the people who took the surveys.  As discussed in detail above, the most attractive and 
important feature in any picture is the presence of trees.  Overwhelmingly, people 
preferred those places that had trees or other natural landscapes. 
 
When looking for a way to improve the built environment, the first step could be to 
ensure better preservation of the natural environment.  Participants were equally 
supportive of planned and separated open space as well as vegetated areas integrated into 
developed areas.  It is just as important, therefore, to plan for parks and natural corridors 
as to preserve existing trees on lots to be developed.  Additionally, the highest 
compliments were reserved for the largest shade trees.  Several people commented on 
small, immature trees, stating that it would be decades before they reached their true 
value.  Extra care should be taken to ensure that mature trees are preserved and that 
young trees are given a chance to become valuable for the human environment. 
 
The current Tree Protection Ordinance in Chapel Hill regulates the management of trees 
and sets penalties for violating the provisions.  The ordinance requires a permit to: 
1) remove, prune, apply chemicals that are harmful to or disturb any tree or the soil 
within the critical root zone of any tree; or 
2) clear vegetation from a site; or  
3) begin any excavation, remove soil or place fill on a site within Chapel Hill and its 
extraterritorial jurisdiction until the Town Manager has issued a permit certifying 
that such activity complies with the applicable provisions of Sections 5.7.3, 5.7.4, 
5.7.5 and 5.7.6 of this Section. 
(source:  Town of Chapel Hill Tree Protection Ordinance) 
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Because participants placed such high values on mature trees, perhaps the Town Manager 
should decrease the number of permits for tree removal or increase the fines for the 
unlawful removal of trees. 
 
The next most important feature in the pictures was the presence of sidewalks.  
Participants reacted positively to streets that had a sidewalk on at least one side.  
Participants would like to see sidewalks on both sides of these streets, but appreciate the 
presence of at least this minimally acceptable alternative.  Participants even called for 
sidewalks on small residential streets as a way for pedestrians to feel safer.  Sidewalks 
can be an easy way for the town to improve the built environment for those who live in 
the community. 
 
On-site parking provides another opportunity for town intervention to better reach the 
preferences of community members.  As noted in the review of the participant comments, 
people felt most comfortable when parking was removed from the front of buildings.  
Parking located between the building and the street was cited as a barrier for pedestrians, 
and therefore should be discouraged.  Additionally, participants felt that large lots should 
be discouraged.  Both of these issues could be easily addressed through changes to 
development ordinances or through the adoption of form-based codes (codes that require 
development to fit a certain approved standard and style). 
 
One general theme noted throughout the comments is the desirability of the natural 
environment and the need to avoid interfering with it.  Of course, these feelings were 
manifested mainly in comments directed towards trees, but also noted were the aversions 
to features that detracted from the visual benefits of an area.  These detractors include 
power lines and obtrusive architectural styles.  Instead, simple buildings on a pedestrian 
scale sitting in an uncluttered context are preferred.  These buildings could be improved 
by allowing interaction between the private and public realms through physical features 
such as porches or short setbacks from the road.  Once again, these features should be 
encouraged, possibly through form-based codes. 
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As supported by Gordon Cullen’s writings participants felt a positive emotion response to 
places with good content.  People were drawn to locations with singular style and 
personality.  This affirmation of uniqueness could be seen in the slight attraction to the 
Peace Street Market shown in Image 38 despite its other shortcomings, in positive 
responses associated with the City Market shown in Image 4 and Image 20, or in the 
rejection of ubiquitous suburban housing design such as that shown in Image 6, Image 
17, and others.  Some of the positive affection is a product of local businesses as noted in 
the comments; however, the commercial scene depicted in Image 3 has businesses on a 
national scale, such as the Puma store shown in the foreground.  The city banners on the 
lampposts, the planted vegetation, and the young street trees, however, all add to a sense 
of identity that participants found comfortable and comforting.  These findings suggest 
the need to encourage a mix of buildings and businesses to ensure a certain level of 
uniqueness or at least an eschewal of uniformity in design. 
 
One final point of discussion on the findings of the survey comments is attractiveness of 
the presence of people in photographs.  This finding is understandable as people can add 
vitality to an environment; however, it poses a challenge.  One cannot simply require 
people to populate a place in the same way as requiring certain building types or 
orientations.  Instead, the best way to address this issue is to encourage development (and 
preservation) that meets the preferences of the community residents as determined by 
exercises such as this one and that in turn will attract people, thus creating even more 
successful and engaging environments for people. 
Comparison Exercise 
The comparison exercise provides a means of measuring the two different survey types 
and the responses given by the participants.  Of course, the survey participants do not 
represent a normal population; however, the populations participating in the two different 
surveys are similar.  Additionally, there is no statistically significant difference between 
the scoring for the two survey methods. 
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The comparison exercise demonstrates that the online survey can be used as a substitute 
for the in-person survey.  While the results of both were not identical, the difference 
between the responses for the two surveys was minor.  Table 7 above shows 4 notable 
exceptions to the similar rankings; however, this small minority of responses represents 
less than 10% of the total number of images surveyed. 
 
Due to the similarity in the two survey types, it is recommended that the online survey be 
adopted to supplement the in-person survey.  While the in-person survey provides 
invaluable experience with direct interaction with the participants, the online survey 
allows those people who wish to participate but who can otherwise not attend the meeting 
to still take the survey and provide their input.  The discussion portion of the in-person 
survey allows for an exchange of ideas between the planning group and the participants 
where both sides can ask questions and adapt the conversation based on a free-flowing 
dialogue.  The discussion associated with the online survey is limited to the script of the 
prompts and thus cannot answer questions that the participants have4.  Because of this 
difference, the in-person survey should still be the primary tool in this public 
participation exercise; however, as mentioned, the online survey can help reach a larger 
population and therefore should be encouraged. 
 
One notable finding of the survey comparison exercise is the marked difference in survey 
times between the different survey types.  As stated above, the in-person survey took 
approximately 35 minutes to complete while the online surveys took an average time of 
under 10 minutes.  Additionally, the in-person survey could have taken a longer time if 
more people had attended and commented during the discussion session.  The large 
difference in times represents a significant difference in commitment, which may open 
the survey exercise to those people willing to participate, but who cannot afford to spend 
a long time taking the survey. 
 
                                                 
4 As can be noted in Appendix E, several participants in the online survey asked questions about the content 
of the pictures that could not be answered in that medium.  The in-person survey, however, would provide 
the opportunity for participants to ask these questions and receive feedback. 
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Of course, the times of each individual online survey could vary.  While all of the student 
online surveys took less time than the in-person survey (the longest student survey took 
21 minutes and 14 seconds), one survey in the overall participant group took 35 minutes.  
Despite the fact that this one survey took the same amount of time has the in-person 
survey, not everyone participating in the survey was required to make this same 
commitment of time.  While each participant in the in-person survey did not have to stay 
for the duration of the exercise, it would be easier to leave the online survey at some 
point than the in-person survey.  The flexibility of the online survey may open the 
visioning exercise up to more participants than simply having a meeting that people must 
attend in order to participate. 
Comparison Exercise Comments 
Despite the similarity between the results of the two survey types, the major difference 
can be seen in the comments.  There were approximately 26 separate comments5 made 
during the discussion session of the in-person survey exercise.  Contrary to the hypothesis 
stated above, this number is strikingly lower than the 69 total comments received in the 
online survey.  Participants in this survey took advantage of the opportunity to comment 
on individual photographs while participants in the in-person survey had to reserve 
comments for the overall process. 
Overall Comments 
As discussed in the results, trees were very important to participants.  The images that 
prominently featured trees received higher scores than pictures of barren landscapes, and 
the comments heavily favored trees and parks.  Additional features of urban form that 
participants listed as ones they would like to see included: 
• Fountains 
• Schools 
• Municipal buildings 
• Civic art 
                                                 
5 Some people affirmed the comments of another participant and these comments were not included in the 
count. 
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• Multi-family residential units 
• Historic architecture 
• Playgrounds 
• Disability access 
• Urban scenes 
 
Comments ranged from the colloquial (“Yuck! Tacky” for Image 28) to the professional 
(“Does not look in compliance with ADA [Americans with Disabilities Act] concerns 
regarding curbs/ramps” for Image 20).  Other comments simply help identify the value 
that someone places on the content of the image.  For instance, one participant wrote 
“They need to fix the sidewalk. Other than that, I like the cafe area,” in regards to Image 
42.  This person has placed a greater value on the overall approachability of the scene 
than on the specific faults of the sidewalk.  Similarly, several people identified the public 
art structure in Image 34 as unattractive (“funky” and “a little ugly”); however, they 
appreciate the content of the picture in general (“O.K.  Better than concrete” and “Like 
all of the grass”).  Comments such as these help determine the true basis for the values 
given by the participants to the images. 
Other Thoughts 
One notable finding outside the realm of the primary research is that the neo-traditional 
neighborhoods were easy to contact for the survey.  Both Southern Village and 
Meadowmont were willing to disseminate the survey to the neighborhood residents, and 
in the case of Southern Village were helpful in arranging a meeting place for an in-person 
survey if necessary.  This willingness to participate may be a product of the newness of 
the neighborhoods and not simply trait of all neo-traditional communities; however this 
finding is noteworthy nonetheless. 
 
In contrast, it was very difficult to contact the traditional neighborhoods and even the 
suburban neighborhoods.  Neither of the traditional neighborhoods, Northside nor Poplar, 
has a homeowner’s association to contact regarding the survey.  I attempted to reach the 
residents of these neighborhoods through other organizations such as a community watch 
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organization for the Northside area and the Parent Teacher Association for Carrboro 
School located in the Poplar neighborhood. 
 
The suburban neighborhoods have homeowner’s associations; however, the Board of 
Directors expressed hesitation towards including the neighborhoods in the survey 
research.  Again, the reluctance to participate in the imaging exercises may not in fact be 
definitive for all traditional or suburban neighborhoods; however, this unwillingness is 
compelling.  
 Problems, Challenges, and Opportunities 
General Discussion of the Limitations of the Survey 
The first notable limitation of this survey is the applicability of its numerical findings.  
The voluntary nature of the survey creates a pool of survey participants who not only do 
not represent general society but in fact also do not statistically represent members of 
their own neighborhoods.  Even with a strictly enforced stratified random sample of 
members of each neighborhood, the results could not truly be extrapolated to represent 
similar neighborhood types throughout the country, as the characteristics and 
composition of each of these neighborhoods is unique, and thus are not suited for more 
catholic conclusions.  Considering this discussion, the findings of the survey are better 
suited as qualitative conclusions that present a general understanding of personal 
preference for various features of urban form instead of as quantitative conclusions that 
provide numerical bases for analysis.  Thus, this exercise is best suited as a public 
participation process to help engage members of the community and encourage the 
participants to more closely examine aspects of the community that they encounter every 
day. 
 
The survey process for this study relies heavily on images of the community.  Thus many 
of the strengths and weaknesses of the study can be attributed to the disadvantages of 
using pictures of actual communities.  The notable challenges of weather, lighting, image 
content, and personal associations are discussed below. 
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Weather 
One challenging aspect of photographing the built environment is the weather.  Because 
it can’t be controlled, the weather poses a problem with consistency throughout images.  
Some images in the survey show the intended feature surrounded by a clear, blue sky, 
while others were taken with some cloud cover.  The weather at the time the picture was 
taken could impact the survey participants as some may rate an image with clear skies 
higher than the same image under different circumstances.  In order to minimize this 
problem, all pictures were taken under partly cloudy or clear skies. 
Lighting 
Another potential influence on participant preference for image content is the lighting of 
the feature intended to be analyzed.  Shadows or overall darkness of an image could 
cause an unnecessarily negative response from those being surveyed, when in fact they 
enjoy the content of the image.  Similarly, images that are “washed out” by too much 
lighting could elicit a negative response, despite what otherwise would have been 
considered good community form by the participant.  In order to minimize the image of 
this issue, all pictures were taken during the middle of the afternoon under similar 
weather conditions as described above. 
Other Content 
Because the pictures were taken in a real-world setting (as opposed to an artificial setting 
such as a computer-generated image or model), the intended focus of the image may not 
be (and often is not) the sole feature shown in the photograph.  For instance, an image 
showing a sidewalk and its functional width may in fact also include nearby vegetation, 
maintenance issues such as cracks or stains, or any number of other issues that might 
influence one’s opinion of the image.  To minimize this challenge, the object of the 
image is placed at the center of the photograph with care taken to include a minimal 
number of additional features in the image. 
 
Due to the inability to exclude other features of community forms from the image the 
analysis of results cannot conclusively state that one particular feature alone influences a 
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respondent’s opinion of the image.  This limitation does not compromise the value of the 
survey as a tool for determining the types of urban form that people prefer.  A general 
understanding of preference for particular features is possible by comparing images that 
focus on similar features.  Additionally the discussion following the presentation of the 
survey allows for clarification by the participants of their preferences. 
 
One alternative to the current format of the survey is to organize the images by the 
intended feature to be analyzed.  The benefit of this alternative would be to ensure that 
the participants were aware of the specific feature studied, thus allowing them to focus on 
that particular aspect of the image.  This method could potentially provide more 
conclusive results as one would be more certain that those being surveyed were all 
comparing the same feature.  The drawback to organization is to break the survey up into 
too many small sections.  With only 50 images shown in the entire in-person survey (and 
30 in the online survey), the stratified arrangement with create a disjointed survey process 
that could become distracting to the participant.  Additionally, when the participants 
know what to look for in the image, they may be less likely  to rate the image accurately 
and with open mind.  A discussion of this phenomenon is included in the review of the 
survey participant comments. 
Personal Associations 
The majority of the images used in the survey were intentionally taken from the local 
area as discussed in the Picture Methodology.  These local images fit the geographical 
and social context of the neighborhoods surveyed in Chapel Hill.  Because these images 
are local, however, it is likely that participants may recognize the places in the pictures 
and therefore have personal associations with the content that may influence their 
responses outside of the strictly reactionary intent of the rating system.  These 
associations could include knowing someone who lives in the community shown or who 
owns a business featured in the image.  Without the personal connection, the participant 
might otherwise rate the image negatively, but with the personal connection, the 
participant might rate the image more highly.  It is not unreasonable that some of the 
results may have been influenced by these associations. 
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Future Applications and Improvements 
Perhaps the most important way to improve this exercise in the future will be better 
contact with neighborhood coordinators.  Due to time constraints on this research, I could 
only achieve an acceptable level of contact with the Southern Village and Meadowmont 
neighborhoods.  The Larkspur neighborhood could not participate until permission was 
granted by the area Board of Directors, approval that did not come in time for the 
neighborhood to participate in the research.  With a greater planning horizon for the 
project, one could generate a dialogue with neighborhood representatives that might 
facilitate better response from residents. 
 
Another way to improve this research would be to combine the imaging survey with a 
regularly scheduled neighborhood meeting.  Through discourse with representatives, I 
was encouraged to participate in these meetings; however, no meetings were scheduled 
within the timeframe of the research.  With a greater amount of time to plan, one could 
include an in-person survey with the neighborhood meeting after the regularly scheduled 
items were discussed.  Also, at the meeting, information on participating in the online 
survey could be disseminated to those attending and to others who were unable to attend. 
 
Finally, the low response realized by this survey process indicates that despite these 
suggested improvements, imaging surveys may not be appropriate on the neighborhood 
scale.  Originally designed for application for an entire community, the Community 
Image Survey reaches a broader audience that is not limited to a specific neighborhood.  
As a result, however, one cannot draw neighborhood-based conclusions from the data.  
Additional research should be conducted to attempt to reach more participants in order to 
increase the number of completed surveys to an appropriate level that would allow one to 
draw conclusions that represent the entire neighborhood. 
New Resources 
The final aspect of this research is the creation of a resource for conducting an online 
imaging survey.  This resource will be valuable for those wishing to involve the 
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community with this imaging tool, making the survey more accessible, and in turn, better 
utilized.  The online resource includes two major components: 
Instructions – Notes on how to construct an online survey using the Qualtrics Survey 
Software 
Image Library – Collection of images for use in the survey 
Instructions 
The instructions for creating an online imaging survey such as the one used in this 
research are provided in Appendix F. 
Online Library 
One additional tool generated from this research is an online library of images to be used 
to construct future image surveys.  This tool is part of the Pedestrian and Bicycle 
Information Center Image Library mentioned above.  In order to facilitate the 
construction of these online surveys, the Image Library has been expanded to include a 
field entitled “Community Image Survey” for those pictures that could be used in an 
online survey.  The pictures I took and used in this exercise have been added to the 
Library and tagged under this category.  Those images from the Local Government 
Commission were not added to the Image Library.  Additionally, as more pictures are 
added to the Image Library, those photographs will be considered for marking with the 
newly created field, and thus this resource will continue to grow. 
 
This resource can be found at:  http://www.pedbikeimages.org/ 
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Conclusions 
Because the respondents to the survey did not geographically represent the general 
population of Chapel Hill, the conclusions that can be drawn from this exercise are 
limited.  Those who did participate in the exercise provided several conclusive opinions.  
After reviewing the average scores, rankings, and the user comments, several apparent 
conclusions can be drawn from the data.  Based on these results, the priorities given by 
the participants for features of urban form are (each are described in detail in the 
discussion):   
1. Trees 
2. Sidewalks 
3. Local Charm (or Identity) 
4. Appropriate Parking 
 
Additionally, it became apparent that the overall quality of site is better than quality of 
specific elements within the area.  For instance, the sidewalk café shown in Image 42 sits 
next to a cracked sidewalk with no buffer between it and the street.  Regardless, 
participants approved of the scene because of the attraction of the café environment and 
the planted vegetation.  Thus when choosing how to prioritize urban features, it is 
important to create places where people want to shop, eat, live, work, and walk before 
focusing on specifics such as sidewalk repair.  The preservation of large trees and the 
provision of natural environments, as well as the removal of barriers between the 
pedestrian and the destination, should be the focus of a community, before attempting to 
attract large retail stores or to blindly approve new housing developments. 
 
Finally, in order to remedy the challenges stemming from inadequate sampling and 
participation, more visual studies of this nature should be conducted and through 
different media.  As the two survey methods tested in this research showed similar 
results, neighborhoods should be targeted for both in-person surveys and online surveys.  
The end goal of these exercises is to determine most accurately the features of urban form 
that the majority of the population prefers in order to encourage development that is 
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beneficial to those who will be affected by the built environment.  As noted, people found 
the survey to be an enjoyable process, and the inclusion of citizens in the planning 
process allows for invaluable feedback on urban design.  These reasons together should 
provide ample motivation to conduct more of these studies in the future. 
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Appendix A – In-person Survey Score Sheet 
 
Community Image Preference Survey Score Sheet 
 
Neighborhood:___________________________________ Date:__________________ 
 
Scale (-5 to 5) 
-5..........-4…..…..-3……....-2……....-1……….0……….1……….2……….3………4 ……. 5 
Strongly Dislike…….…Dislike……………Neutral…………...Like...………...Strongly Like 
 
1:   _______ 
 
2:   _______ 
 
3:   _______ 
 
4:   _______ 
 
5:   _______ 
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Appendix B – Online Survey Instructions 
About the Survey 
This survey is part of a master's project which examines people’s preferences for 
different aspects of community form such as streets, houses, commercial areas, among 
others.  The survey consists of 50 images depicting various features of community form, 
such as those mentioned above.  You will be shown a set of 30 randomly chosen 
photographs and asked to rate each image based on whether you like or dislike the 
content. 
 
The survey process should take approximately 5-10 minutes. 
Instructions 
1-  Read the Survey Fact Sheet for more information regarding the survey. 
2-  Begin the survey. 
3-  View each image for 5-10 seconds. 
4-  Rate each image based on the following questions: 
 Do you like what is shown in the photo? 
 Would you like to see this image in Chapel Hill or Carrboro? 
5-  Go with your initial gut reaction. 
6-  Comment on those images that you particularly like or dislike. 
7-  There are no right or wrong answers. 
8-  Have fun. 
Questions? 
If you have any questions, please contact either: 
 
Reed Huegerich 
rghueger@email.unc.edu 
919.962.1650 
 
or 
 
Daniel Rodriguez 
danrod@email.unc.edu 
919.962.4763 
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Appendix C – Online Survey Fact Sheet 
 
Community Image Survey Fact Sheet 
________________________________________________________________________ 
Title of Study: Community Preferences among Neighborhood Types in Chapel Hill and 
Carrboro 
 
Principal Investigator: Reed Huegerich 
UNC-Chapel Hill Department: City and Regional Planning 
Faculty Advisor: Daniel Rodriguez 
 
Study Contact telephone number:  919.962.1650 
Study Contact email:  rghueger@email.unc.edu 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 
What are some general things you should know about research studies? 
You are being asked to take part in a community image survey.  To participate in the survey is 
voluntary.  You may refuse to participate, or you may withdraw your consent to be in the study, 
for any reason, without penalty.  
 
Research studies are designed to obtain new knowledge. This new information may help people 
in the future.   You may not receive any direct benefit from being in the research study. There 
also may be risks to being in research studies. 
 
Details about this study are discussed below.  It is important that you understand this information 
so that you can make an informed choice about being in this research study.  You will be given a 
copy of this consent form.  You should ask the researchers named above any questions you have 
about this study at any time. 
 
What is the purpose of this study?  
The purpose of this study is to ascertain your preferences for features of community design and 
to compare those preferences with responses from participants in other area neighborhoods. 
 
How many people will take part in this study? 
The total number of people participating in this study is yet to be determined; however, six (6) 
neighborhoods, including yours, are being asked to participate in the survey.  
 
How long will your part in this study last?  
The survey will take approximately 5 to 10 minutes.  You may choose to stop taking the survey 
at any time. 
 
What will happen if you take part in the study? 
You will be shown a presentation of community images showing features of neighborhood form, 
such as sidewalks, streets, and buildings.  With each image shown, you will be asked to rate it 
depending on your feelings toward to contents of the image.  You do not have to answer any 
questions that you do not wish to answer, for any reason. 
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What are the possible benefits from being in this study? 
By participating in this survey, you are a part of the urban design by attempting to determine the 
most desirable features of neighborhood form.  Social benefits of this study include an 
understanding of public opinion towards urban form.  By interacting with those people who will 
be directly affected by decisions in the urban design process and determining their preferences 
for certain design features, one can better provide those features that would increase social 
utility. 
 
What are the possible risks or discomforts involved from being in this study? 
You should not experience any discomfort or risk from participating in the survey.  
 
How will your privacy be protected?   
No identifying information will accompany your answers with the exception of your 
neighborhood name. 
 
Will you receive anything for being in this study? 
You will not be paid for your information, but your information is very important to us. 
 
Will it cost you anything to be in this study? 
There are no costs for being in the study. 
 
What if you have questions about this study? 
You have the right to ask, and have answered, any questions you may have about this research. If 
you have questions, or concerns, you should contact me at 919.962.1650.  You can also contact 
my advisor Daniel Rodriguez at 919.962.4763. 
 
What if you have questions about your rights as a research participant? 
All research on human volunteers is reviewed by a committee that works to protect your rights 
and welfare.  If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a research subject you may 
contact, anonymously if you wish, the Institutional Review Board at 919-966-3113 or by email 
to IRB_subjects@unc.edu. 
 
Thank you for helping me with this study. 
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Appendix D – Image Ranking by Subtype 
 
Ranking Total Southern 
Village 
Neo-
Traditional 
Other 
Neighborhoods 
1 Image35 Image35 Image35 Image35 
2 Image39 Image39 Image21 Image21 
3 Image21 Image21 Image39 Image39 
4 Image20 Image13 Image13 Image20 
5 Image13 Image20 Image20 Image9 
6 Image46 Image46 Image46 Image13 
7 Image9 Image9 Image50 Image46 
8 Image50 Image50 Image9 Image50 
9 Image4 Image4 Image4 Image4 
10 Image3 Image41 Image3 Image25 
11 Image42 Image3 Image33 Image29 
12 Image33 Image40 Image42 Image34 
13 Image7 Image42 Image41 Image40 
14 Image41 Image7 Image40 Image42 
15 Image40 Image33 Image7 Image43 
16 Image43 Image6 Image6 Image33 
17 Image34 Image48 Image34 Image7 
18 Image25 Image5 Image5 Image3 
19 Image29 Image29 Image48 Image5 
20 Image48 Image43 Image25 Image41 
21 Image6 Image34 Image29 Image2 
22 Image5 Image44 Image23 Image48 
23 Image23 Image25 Image43 Image31 
24 Image31 Image23 Image44 Image32 
25 Image44 Image31 Image31 Image27 
26 Image2 Image49 Image49 Image49 
27 Image32 Image2 Image15 Image44 
28 Image49 Image15 Image38 Image23 
29 Image37 Image32 Image37 Image6 
30 Image27 Image37 Image2 Image16 
31 Image15 Image38 Image32 Image37 
32 Image38 Image10 Image27 Image19 
33 Image19 Image1 Image16 Image15 
34 Image16 Image27 Image1 Image11 
35 Image1 Image16 Image19 Image17 
36 Image10 Image36 Image10 Image14 
37 Image17 Image11 Image12 Image36 
38 Image12 Image12 Image11 Image1 
39 Image36 Image17 Image17 Image10 
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40 Image11 Image19 Image36 Image12 
41 Image47 Image18 Image47 Image22 
42 Image14 Image45 Image45 Image38 
43 Image30 Image47 Image18 Image28 
44 Image22 Image30 Image30 Image30 
45 Image45 Image14 Image14 Image24 
46 Image18 Image22 Image22 Image45 
47 Image28 Image26 Image26 Image47 
48 Image24 Image28 Image28 Image26 
49 Image26 Image8 Image24 Image18 
50 Image8 Image24 Image8 Image8 
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Appendix E – Survey Comments 
 
Image 1 
• Extra wide boulevard for cars; too narrow of a sidewalk for pedestrians.  I wouldn't feel 
safe walking 
• i like that there is a sidewalk and that there is still so much green in a city. i'd like it more 
if the pavement colors matched-- not necessary the same colors just make sure they 
match. 
• Far too little separation between sidewalk and road (need a wider grass buffer). Would 
make me nervous if i was walking there 
• I like the extra green strip between the sidewalk and the street 
• At least the sidewalk has a planting strip between it and the road. Poor design how it 
narrows across the drive--preference clearly given to the car. Road is overly wide and 
uninviting. It's a good thing DOT put a suicide land in there b/c it's really helping the 
LOS on this congested stretch.  
• would not like to walk on that sidewalk 
• This looks like a point on Airport Rd looking south, up the hill.  Not the greatest part of 
Chapel Hill but not really bad either. 
 
Image 2 
• Well, if you have to have a wall to keep people out, at least this is relatively attractive. 
• This brick wall is much better than the stone wall featured a few pictures ago. It adds to 
the house, and it looks fancy, 
• Private.  Looks nice. 
• Why the wall?  Is there a court yard on the other side for people to mingle/sit?  If so, then 
I guess it's ok 
• Brick wall is nice, but slightly to high. You could still capture the privacy of the area 
without that high a wall. Sidewalk and shade from mature trees are nice. Too many  
diffferent architectural elements on the buildings.  
• privacy and yet with consideration for the aesthetic sensibilities of passersby, and 
separate from but not completely divorced from sidewalk. 
 
Image 3 
• Pretty, the sidewalk looks easy/safe to walk on 
• How much do they charge for those parking meters.  How stringent is enforcement? How 
much do tickets cost? Does the town or indidual businesses provide free parking? 
• This is warm and inviting.  The sidewalk is wide and made of lovely brick.  Makes you 
want to stroll 
• I like the variety of stores and the brick, tree-lined sidewalk.  The parallel parking is 
reminiscent of Chapel Hill and its limited parking dilemma, but I like the picture here. 
• a little busy 
• I like neighborhoods with small stores where you can walk, park and feel part of the local 
scene 
• urban, but clean and nice effort made to "soften" the space with bricks instead of 
pavement, some landscaping, etc 
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Image 4 
• love all of the brick 
• Yeah for cobbled streets and look free parking. 
• I like the cobblestone street 
• like the on street parking, like the rustic nature of the buildings--good character.  don't 
like the awnings---look dirty, hide the windows. 
• pleasant and inviting 
 
Image 5 
• nice trees.  Needs sidewalks 
• This would be fantastic were there sidewalks. 
• Green. 
• More established trees; houses not too far from street.  A curved street would increase my 
rating. 
• The foliage is nice but it doesn't frame the street until later in the picture. No 
sidewalk/pedestrian realm, not an inviting street to walk down. On-street parking is good 
but the road is so wide it still looks like you could land a plane. Houses removed from the 
street make it uninviting, also. 
• sidewalks? 
• Dislike on-street parking 
• Power lines make this poorly maintained street even uglier 
• looks like an older neighborhood...on street parking, nice big trees, but can't see a 
sidewalk 
• somehow looks ominous and foreboding 
 
Image 6 
• Hate garages in front.   Like the landscaping and use of natural materials (i.e. stone) 
• Such a pretty house, and nicely landscaped. 
• I would like this much better were the garage behind the house or on the side and if ther 
was less grass and more natives.   
• I like the mixed material on the home and the attention to landscaping.  I hate the front 
loading garage 
• Mixed architecurall style.  Too much focus on large garage. 
• Yuck, suburbia. 
• You couldn't add another architectural element to the front of this thing if you wanted to. 
House sits too far from road, porch not inviting. Garage on front? Please tell me it's not 
multi-car (I'm sure it is). 
• blah, mcmansion 
• its very new and clean, but has no character and there are too many mixed media in the 
house 
• mishmash of styles, vulgar 
• Expensive, but butt-ugly! Where to begin... roofline(s), Way too enormous garage, set 
facing and closest to the street. Water intensive landscaping. silly shutters. Is that a solar 
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panel over the second floor bedroom window? If so, it's the only thing green about this 
place. I like the ADT sign. 
• like the landscaping, don't like garage as front focal point. 
• seems more approachable but garage is still first feature.  You should see Texas if you 
want to see a garagescape! 
 
Image 7 
• The fence is pretty, and the sidewalk is in excelent shape 
• too confining 
• Yeah for sidewalks and tree lined streets with parking on the curbs. 
• Is there room to walk on the sidewalk? 
• Love the fencing and sidewalk, though sidewalk is too narrow for 2 people to walk side 
by side. 
• although its well-kept, no fences is the way to go. 
• I really like picket fences 
• this would be fine if it were a beach community.   
 
Image 8 
• Ugly.  Institutional.  No charm.  No nature. 
• Sterile, ugly, yet it seems adequately functional 
• It looks bare without any grass or trees, etc. 
• yuck 
• To plain. Needs landscaping. 
• Very ugly.  no trees 
• Gross. Awful architecture, poorly-designed parking and entrance/exit.  
• Not much to like, save one redeeming grace. The limited curb cut with turn-around area 
in the lot makes for safer entry and exit, for cars and pedestrians. Not much impervious 
surface. Poor little potted plant. I hope they remember to water it. 
 
Image 9 
• I like the covered walkway and the trees seperating the cars from the pedestrian areas. 
• Covered sidewalk conveys a nice feel.  Benches facing sidewalk are also nice. 
• Inviting path, trees and cars lining street make pedestrians comfortable, very charming 
scene 
• This has a Southern Charm to it. 
• Nice public seating, plantings, arcade frames the sidewalk well. Walkway is spacious, 
inviting. On-street parking makes pedestrians feel extremely safe. Tree-plantings well-
placed. Storefronts inviting. Window displays are well-maintained and interesting. 
wide and covered sidewalk is a plus 
• Wide covered walk is shade and rain protection. Benches and planting areas clearly 
delineate street parking. Pedestrians feel secure. Mature trees create shade and cool. 
• like the street parking, covered access to businesses, good open windows, wide walk 
way, benches outside seem very inviting 
• sidewalks clean, even.  Nice landscaping and places to sit - feels inviting 
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Image 10 
• boring to look at 
• Nice parking lot, well-maintained lawn 
• Parking lot should be behind building with entrances on street and at back for easy access 
from both routes.   
• Lots of hardscape for parking, would like to see more landscaping 
• Too sterile 
• The nice tree is about all this place has going for it. Bland, boring, sterile. 
• yuck!  the building looks like an island in a sea of parking.  all the old trees were 
probably bulldozed for construction, and then twigs planted when completed---hardly 
seems like a fair trade 
 
Image 11 
• Houses too large for lots 
• Ugh.  too big, no sidewalks. car dominated. 
• I really like these houses, especially the one on the left with the rounded room and all the 
windows. Plus, it looks like a quiet neighborhood because the houses are in a cul-de-sac. 
• Like cul de sacs. 
• Cul de sac and garage emphasized houses (yuk) 
• McMansions 
• Don't like cul de sacs.  Houses too close together 
• Asphalt cul-de-sac kills what could be wonderful shared space. Again, we've taken a 
spray-gun of incompatible architectural elements to these facades. Multi-car garages on 
front is awful. Barf. 
• love culdesacs but hate the garage in front style 
• Ostentatious. If you don't drive over, you can't get to the door. Typical bad taste 
subdivision. Too many rooflines, window styles, usless shutters, highlighted garages and 
that ridiculous hexagonal thing. At least the utilities are buried and there is probably 
pretty good skateboarding in the cul-de-sac. 
• I don't mean to be harsh or stereotypical, but this looks soulless to me. 
 
Image 12 
• I gues this is a nice parking lot. The cars look pretty new, and the parking spaces are 
clearly delineated with the white paint. 
• I hate the unncessary amount of parking.  What a waste of valuable real estate.  Why not 
have parking decks instead.  I do like all the trees though.  I wonder if they were planted 
later or part of "tree protection areas". 
• Looks like necessary parking spaces to accommodate surrounding buildings.  Not very 
appealing visually. 
• Building is ugly. Parking lot too vast. At least the parking lot has some trees. 
• Alright, at least there are planters in the parking lot. If this is a typical photo of capacity, 
however, the lot is overbuilt and one could reduce the number of spaces and reclaim 
some land. 
• A step in the right direction. Break up impervious lot surface a little more, perhaps with 
landscape-buffered walkways to help direct autos in a more orderly fashion. 
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• lots of trees for a mall parking lot 
 
Image 13 
• great trees 
• This is a great example of how trees can be incorporated into the streetscape to naturally 
provide aesthetic value while also serving as a safety barrier. 
• reminds me of older neighborhoods with lots of character.  
• Nice shaded street 
• FABULOUS STREET! Love the mature trees, sidewalk is narrow but it's in a residential 
area. good distinction btwn yard/sidewalk (public/private realm) 
• lovely, peaceful, lots of mature trees 
• Ah, looks like Cameron St!  Full of the history of the town and university.   
• sidewalks too narrow and bumpy.  Overall greenery is good 
 
Image 14 
• Hate the fence; yard needs attention 
• I hate chain link fences in front yards. 
• This house does not look very well-kept because of all the trees in the yard. I would not 
want this house in my neighborhood. Plus, there is a chain fence, which makes me think 
the nieghborhood is unsafe. And they did not rake up their leaves, so it seems messy. 
• waiting for the big dog to jump out at me 
• The yard could use some work but it looks like there is a sidewalk running in front of it 
and there are large trees providing shade. 
• Don't like chain link fence in front. 
• i don't like the fence. i'm generally not a big fan of fences. i like open properties where 
people create a sense of community.  but the house isn't bad. old but looks like its taken 
care of. 
• Ranch house style and chain-link fence unappealing. 
• Not a fan of the chain-link fence. 
• The chain linked fence ruins this property 
• The 80's called, they'd like their chain-link fence back--poor job of seperating realms. 
Building fails to relate to street. 
• nobody loves this house -- looks like bikers live there. 
 
Image 15 
• It could be a good street but it looks too barren. No activity is happening, sidewalk is not 
inviting. 
• Ugly, no character 
• i love mainstreet facades but this one could use a little love, care, and revitalization  
• The only thing breaking the sidewalk are traffic signs and utility poles. Would prefer 
landscape bumpouts with small trees. 
• potentially has character and history.  Hard to tell 
 
Image 16 
• upscale Levittown. too many driveways. boring 
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• Why are sidewalks only on one side of the street?  There should be trees lining both sides 
of the streets.  It will look much nicer in 20 years.  Too bad developers are encouraged to 
clear all the mature trees before they build.   
• no character but its not terrible. maybe in twenty years it'll look old like the other 
neighborhoods. 
• Curved street are much more pleasing (like a previous scene). This one is straight. 
• Not enough trees, street feels too wide (need some cars parked on either side), sidewalks 
on only one side 
• the sidewalks are across the extremely wide street adjacent to the park(?)...so people have 
to cross that to get there... Super straight road, few mature trees, boring architecture 
• street too wide/out of proportion 
• They obviously clear cut before reshaping the terrain. Maybe in twenty years the tiny 
trees in front of the houses will reach the roofline. No sidewalk in front of houses. If you 
want to go next door, you have to cross the street twice. 
• a little too straight...looks like a bowling alley.  but at least a sidewalk on one side and 
looks like a neighborhood 
• soulless 
 
Image 17 
• I don't like the driveway. 
• Why is the car the most prominent feature of the house?  The driveway, garage and car 
are more noticeable than anything else. Too many non native species aka lots of water 
use to maintain yard.   
• I would prefer the driveway hidden. 
• once again, not terrible. but not appealing. boring. and could use some serious yardwork.  
• The garage and driveway dominate way too much of this picture. Bradford pear trees 
galore...oh suburbia. 
• Fake shutters, wide driveway to large garage. How do you get to the front door as a 
pedestrian? Walk up the driveway and squeeze by the car, I guess. Would prefer the 
facing the garage on the right. 
 
Image 18 
• WAY OVERBUILT, a typical shopping center surrounded by a sea of parking--enough 
for the day before Christmas, which comes once a year and the rest of the year is spent 
looking at this empty void. Awful. Is this the best we can do? 
• sea of asphalt with light post tress...plus: they managed to include a few bushes in the 
parking lot though not contiguous  
• while it dosen't look great, stores like this are necessary for conveinance and tax base. 
• Enormous surface lot enourages diagonal driving. Minimally landscaped areas should 
have large shade trees. Ratio should increase landscape area to 1 space green per 6 spaces 
parking. Raised walksays would probably benefit by improving pedestrian safety, 
slowing traffic and avoiding what must be a flooding disaster. 
• too much parking.  at least there is some green on the median 
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Image 19 
• Too many driveways. Not  enough trees 
• it's clean but average looking 
• I would live here. 
• Are the homes too close together? 
• small setbacks is good. architecture is stinky. 
• a bit cramped 
• Nice garages... what's behind them.  Again, no connection between front door and 
sidewalk. At least there is a sidewalk. Garage should not be most prominent facade or 
closest to the street. It will be 20 years before there is any shade. 
 
Image 20 
• love the bricks and the openess 
• I love the character of this - the mature trees, stone & brick work.   It's lovely. 
• Steet looks vibrant because of trees and awnings. Cobblestone makes it more charming. 
Need some parked cars and people to improve 
• Looks safe, welcoming 
• Good street, terminating vista. Narrow, well-framed block. Looks dead, though--time of 
day photo taken? Perhaps on-street parking would be appropriate? Historic 
brick/cobblestone drive = authentic, granite curbs, too. Mature trees really add to asthetic 
environment and provide shade. Terminating vista is nice.  
• this has character, it's well maintained, has mature trees 
• Visually attractive. Trees mix well, terra cotta pots create comfortable visual. Brick with 
dilineated crosswalks calms traffic. Like overhang over sidewalk, creating shade and rain 
awning. Does not look in compliance with ADA concerns regarding curbs/ramps. 
• pleasant.  Invites a walk. 
 
Image 21 
• In these older houses, I like how the porch, viewed from the street, provides an open and 
inviting sense to the house (especially compared to the house/garage a couple pictures 
back).  
• I like the trees and yard 
• Like the trees and style home.  However, the setback doesn't encourage walking to a 
neighbor's house. 
• again, an older home that is well taken care of. creates a sense of family and community. 
love, love, love. 
• Great house, pleasant front yard. 
• What's not to like? Historic home, deep setback, nicely landscaped. Only problem is 
shutters that bear no relation to the windows. Where is the historic architectural review 
when you need it? 
• lovely.  like the porch, the landscaping, how the house fits into its surroundings instead of 
overtaking them 
• THIS is Cameron St -- I've always loved this house.  On an autumn evening you can see 
the golden lamplight glowing from the windows. 
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Image 22 
• hate the garage in front breaking up sidewalk, ugly landscaping 
• not my preferred style of architecture 
• I like the house - it's big and the windows are pretty. Not my choice of a color. I don't like 
the concrete driveway, and the frontyard and sidewalks look pretty beat up. It's like the 
nice hosue does not belong in that neighborhood. Where is the gravel driveway and the 
grass on the lawn? 
• ordinary, no trees 
• It's ugly all around.  Has not character.  The windows are strange.  Hate the front loading 
garage 
• Garage dominates front. Hideous.  
• Looks like  cookie-cutter suburbia.  
• soulless for all the faux architectural detail 
 
Image 23 
• It looks nice and clean 
• The buildings are ugly, and it looks a little run-down. 
• Boring architecture.  what's with the yellow?  Not was appealing 
• There is something too uniform about the buildings and the signs are all the same. It 
looks manufactured/artificial. 
• Not a lot that can be done on a streetscape with what looks to be 40 - 50  yr. old 
buildings. Fortunately, there is an eveness to the streetscape. The sidewalk is wide 
enough to allow an occasional bench, but not much planting. Repeating theme with 
evenly spaced columns and banners make a comfortable divider between street traffic and 
pedestrians. Also, curbside parking adds security. I like the tall (date) palms clustered at 
the end of the street in front of what looks like a community building.  Street looks clean 
and safe. 
• okay -- better than what we would have built 30 years ago. 
 
Image 24 
• not at all pedestrian friendly; dangerous to move from store to store not in a car 
• need repainted 
• Anytown, USA.  I feel lost and overwhelmed. 
• Sidewalk limited to one side.  Clearly created for cars wit pedestrians and an 
afterthought. 
• looks sparse and borders on trashy. dangerous to have lane paint gone on the road. 
• Ugly.  Bland. 
• I wouldn't be caught dead walking on this street. When it rains - it floods. At least there is 
a sidewalk on the right side. the left side is all curb cut. 
• sidewalks good; not a lot of traffic.  don't like billboards 
• oh dear -- looks like Lubbock TX. 
 
Image 25 
• Is this an apartment complex? I like all the balconies, but I am not sure if it's an office 
building or what. 
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• Yeah for mixed use. 
• Mixed use apeals to me, as does teh privacy of the porches. 
• I like how close the building is to the road. Building design makes it fun to look at. and 
inviting to walk here. 
• Architectural elements are varied but not overwhelming. Iron fence creates nice 
seperation from street, as does on-street parking. Seating outside = good. 
• I would like to live here. Interesting architecture, on-street parking, newspapers, retails 
shops on bottom. Looks like urban infill 
• Nice mixed-use. Off street parking well placed. Curb bump outs provide definition to 
limited on-street parking.  Staggered facades and heights encourage eyes on the street and 
urban interaction. 
 
Image 26 
• Auto-dominated roadway. Sign ill-placed in middle of sidewalk, which is uncomfortably 
situated next to high-speed traffic. Not welcoming for pedestrians, but at least it's there. 
Right travel lane = WAY TOO BIG. You could fit a bus between the car and curb; and, 
it's obvious that some one might use bike lanes as there is a cyclist currently riding the 
walk. Sign overload, no trees.  
• there's nothing redeemed about this 
• What a disaster. Ugly, hot, unsafe. Poor kids who have to walk along this scorcher, 
dodging six lanes of traffic or more.Nicely placed (SCHOOL!) speed limit sign is 
dangerous and impossible to pass in a wheelchair. 
• too crowded, no median, ugly, don't like utilities showing.  Only good thing is the 
sidewalk 
 
Image 27 
• i like the open space 
• If this was pasture/farmland before it should be used for a park, school or community 
garden.  Were it forestland why were all the trees removed? 
 
Image 28 
• It's just an intersection. I don't have any strong feelings either way about this location. 
• wouldn't want to live by it. want to make sure there are lots of crosswalks.  
• I like the tree buffer and wide sidewalk, but I bet it is really hot and loud to walk here, 
and not very pleasant surroundings 
• The trees are nice, but the car lot is very uninviting.  
• The wide sidewalk and street trees are the most-appealing apects of this place. The 
outside travel lane is way to wide, as is the space between the sidealk and building to the 
left (i.e. parking lot/dealership) 
• control your signage 
• Terrible signage. Too many lanes of traffic. Balloons should be eliminated by zoning/sign 
ordinance. At least there is public transportation and a row of trees protecting the 
pedestrians from oncoming traffic. 
• yuck!  tacky 
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Image 29 
• Charming 
• cute 
• I love historic homes.  Too bad they all cost too much for first time homebuyers. 
• Home needs /landscaping updating.  It can stay true to is style (1920s-30s) without 
looking uncared for 
• I wonder if the house is of good quality given the old mill-house style. 
• Unpretentious, well kept 
• am assuming from the sign in the yard that this is a business, not a home.  Would say nice 
re-use of property.  Warm and charming 
• This poor little thing looks tatttered but obviously it is getting new uses in its very old age 
and it is nonthreatening and homey, though plain. 
 
Image 30 
• Too much on street parking 
• hot.  Needs trees 
• Yeah, it's a typical suburb but at least they have a sidewalk.  
• Add some shade trees and bury the powerline and this would be great. 
• What I like: modest sided houses, sidewalk with good sized grass buffer, cars parked on 
street to calm traffic. What i don't like: It desperately needs trees for shade and to make 
the neighborhood feel less exposed. Trees would make it feel more comfortable. 
• Too many cars! 
• Some good elements like on-street parking and planting strip between the road and 
sidewalk make pedestrians feel safe. Problem is the place is just ugly. It would be nice to 
plant some things in the PLANTING STRIP. 
• dislike on-street parking in residential areas! 
 
Image 31 
• not bad looking but i'm a bigger fan of mixed use developments.  
• Wide border between sidewalk and street.  Trees. 
• I like the tree buffer area. The building is very ugly though. 
 
Image 32 
• is  this Florida 
• love all of the colors 
• I am ntoa fan of peptobismal pink, but other than that, it is a cool building with good up-
keep. 
• i like the architecture of the building-- very florida or southern california.  
• Coral color...blech 
• I'm assuming this is a parking deck. Its clean cut but seems like a waste of space in the 
context/perceived surrounding area 
• Nice low level parking structure blends well with commercial use fronting street. Nice 
pedestrian walkways, mature trees in median between sidewalk and street and screening 
garage, bumpout at corner makes street parking less conspicuous. 
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• is that a parking deck?!!?  It's certainly one of the more colorful decks I've ever seen, but 
still a parking deck.  And what's up with that red curb? 
 
Image 33 
• Maybe they need to trim the trees. 
• clean, green and walker-friendly. very good. 
• I dno't like the parking meters and the paking lot, even though the trees and sidewalk are 
OK 
• Very nice tree shaded path, good separation from road. But what is around the area 
besides a parking lot? Could there be a building here at close set back to add some visual 
interest? 
• Good planting strips on both sides of the sidewalk, including mature trees that help to 
hide the fact that the parking lot to the right is overbuilt and empty. On-street parking 
permitted but not in-use, still good to have. Looks like a nice street to walk down. 
Inviting. 
• big trees, on street parking, planted buffer, sidewalk...but theres a huge parking lot to the 
right...where is the destination for all of this automobile accommodation? 
• Where are all the cars? With such a big and empty surface lot, why meter the street? I do 
like the way that the lot is buffered with mature trees. Nice canopy. Grassy median makes 
sidewalk feel safe. 
• failed boulevard -- not grand and well-kept, but seedy 
 
Image 34 
• Probably overpriced like the sculpture at CH Fire Station 5 
• funky 
• like all of the grass, but the sculpture is a little ugly 
• I have no idea what that is, but art never hurt anybody. 
• Definitely like whimsical art 
• I love the idea of civic/public art.  
• The idea of exterior sculpture apeals to me. 
• i like when a community makes art an integral piece of defining that community. 
• O.K.  Better than concrete! 
• Nice use of public art in open space.  
 
Image 35 
• love the open spaces 
• This area looks safe and perfect for a picnic or to jog around on nice days. 
• I wish our area had a series of parks and neighborhoods connected by greenways.  We are 
making progress on this which is good. 
• Greenspace is important to me. 
• I love parks and green way paths 
• How lovely. I would walk, ride my bike, or let my dog run here! 
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Image 36 
• for a park and ride lot, at least it has some trees.  And it means people are riding buses 
instead of driving into town.   
• Too open and barren 
• Really, who likes parking lots? 
• Parking lots are not attractive, but Chapel Hill could use more of them.  Or increase 
options for public transit. 
• Trees are pretty, but who likes parking lots? 
• Already commented on this one. Needs higher ratio of landscape (1 space per 6), 
pedestrian divider walkways to discourage diagonal, unsafe conditions. Surface runoff 
looks to be a problem. More trees and perimeter screening 
• dislike the view, but can appreciate having a place to park 
 
Image 37 
• it's very attractive for a parking garage 
• As far as parking decks go, I really appreciate the effort put into making this structure 
more appealing aesthetically.  Additionally, the trees and concrete barriers lining the 
street right side of the deck provide a valuable buffer.   
• It's an ugly building that conveys nothing 
• i like this parking garage if you're going to have to have one.  the red brick makes it look 
a lot nicer than most other parking decks downtown.  it also makes moore square look 
much nicer. 
• Maximizes parking in a less offensive manner than widespread lots. 
• For a parking garage - not bad, but I'd rather see a grassy plot of land 
• Not the prettiest building but the monotony is broken-up by trees and architectural 
elements. Functional urban structure.  
• Scale is somewhat intimidating. Bollards along streetside should be replaced with trees or 
raised bed planters. Better use of first floor. 
• I've seen worse parking garages.  It tries to be attractive and to provide visual detail 
 
Image 38 
• Too much stugg on the sidewalk 
• It's not well painted or clearly marked; however, it's pretty obvious how you're supposed 
to park here 
• I like this okay because I am aware of its context.  It would be better to have parking in 
the back accessed by a driveway between buildings. 
• this pic actually makes this look better than it is-- i think in the picture the building 
actually looks well kept and very mom and popish.  however, when taking into account 
everything surrounding it, i think the area doesn't look its best. 
• Old but interesting. Nice detail near the roofline. Parking in front is not helping it's 
appeal, neither is the sign. Lacks cohesion with surroundings. Looks isolated. A little too 
much clutter on the front sidewalk. 
• It could be a lot worse but all of the stuff in the windows takes away from the 
transparency through the windows. They are also blocked by a huge ice machine 
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• Actually, this is sort of funky, with the crap out front. The problem with front loaded 
parking off of the street is the extreme danger it poses when drivers have to back out into 
traffic, and OVER pedestrians, especially children who cannot be seen out of high rear 
windows on SUV's. I wouldn't let my kids walk past this sort of place when they were 
little. 
• this looks a little friendly and old-fashioned on one hand but just ugly on the other 
 
Image 39 
• well, it's Weaver Street, one of my favorite places in the whole triangle.  Great shopping, 
great place to meet and visit with friends.  Aren't we lucky to have it in our community?!! 
• looks like everyone is having fun 
• There's a lot to like about the picture above but i like how they used the stone wall for 
additional seating space. 
• i love that the community is outside and actively engaged on a nice day. dogs, kids, big 
field, lots of nice people. can't beat it. 
• especially for brunch 
• One of my favorite hangouts! 
• Great public space, "outdoor room". Mature trees add great presence/shade. Wall is a nice 
feature, seperates spaces without encumbering views. 
 
Image 40 
• Fence overwhelms house 
• charming, authentic 
• It looks like it could use a little bit of up-keep, but i think it looks charming 
• Fence separstes yard and house a bit. 
• Could do without the white picket fence, but the house itself seems to have a little bit 
more charm and character than cookie cutter subdivision houses do. 
• Cute, quaint 
• Older home but looks well cared for. 
• Vernacular cottage maintains historic look and appearance, despite modern v-crimp 
roofing material. Shady lot with low picket fence is inviting. 
• foreboding -- but could be charming 
 
Image 41 
• It straight, well painted, and open 
• don't like on-street parking 
• Like the mature trees.  Dislike sidewalk just on one side. 
• makes me think of banana handles on my bike in the summer. 
• Lulch trees and ample sidewalk make want to walk.  I don't mind the stripe in strreet. 
• Good street, mature trees frame well. Good planting strip between sidewalk/road. On-
street parking makes the pedestrian feel safe and uses available road space. Would feel 
comfortable as a cyclist, too, given the confines.  
• sidewalks are excellent like the lawns 
• dislike on-street parking 
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• Looks like a well established residential neighborhood. Somewhat disturbed by the 
double yellow line  which probably encourages high speed traffic. If it is not required to 
carry a heavy traffic load, I would rather see parking on both sides and cars slowing to 
pass, or single strip with a designated bike lane. 
 
Image 42 
• The Glenwood side of Five Points tends to be too cluttered. 
• side walk repair needed.  More space between diners and cars.  You can practically smell 
the exhaust. 
• I love the eating outdoors; however, the sidewalk needs repaired 
• They need to fix the sidewalk. Other than that, I like the cafe area. 
• I love to dine out of doors, however here the sidewalk needs to be repaired and needs to 
be wider 
• Nice extension of the building to create an "outdoor room". Iron fence distinguishes 
space without being divisive. On-street parking makes pedestrian feel safe. Large planters 
provide greenery. 
• outdoor, street side seating is great! feels like europe  
• Like use of sidewalk for outdoor seating -- where appropriate. Here, it leaves the 
sidewalk narrow, particularly where utility poles obstruct. The asphalt fill is unappealing. 
Car doors swing into narrow sidewalk. 
 
Image 43 
• it only needs a sidewalk.  Great porch. 
• I love the porch. Again, where's the grass, yo? Maybe it's the drought, or maybe these 
people haven't heard of fertilizer. And there is no sidewalk, so if I had kids, I would not 
think it was safe for them to be riding around on their bicycles. 
• nice house. cookie cutter and put up quickly, which i'm not crazy about, kind of lacking 
character but not an eyesore. 
• Like the modest size of the house and the building style.  
• not as well presentd 
• I like the house, especially the porch, but the yard looks straggly and unkempt 
• simple and tidy 
 
Image 44 
• In general this section of Five Points is attractive 
• I'd go shopping here 
• I dont particularly care much about one floor retail but I like this fine when you take into 
account the on-street parking and overall look of the building with the awnings and what 
not. 
• Add a vegetated buffer and this would be great. 
• Charming...easy parking. 
• five points retains a lot of the old raleigh feel while slowly changing. mom and pop stores 
are so much more important to a sense of community than walmart. 
• Looks like smaller owner operated shops. 
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• It's got a few good design elements--angled parking and some variation on storefronts--
but, the sidewalk should be wider, lacks planters or trees to improve aesthetic appeal. 
More variation on canopies needed. Not very inviting to walk, aesthetically-speaking. 
• unwelcoming for walkers 
 
Image 45 
• Uniform in appearance and uncluttered 
• At least there are awnings.  Parking should be behind building.    Are there trees in the 
parking lot? 
• Hate strip malls, but sometimes they are a necessary evil 
• I hate strip malls 
• Looks sterile: Same old suburban style shopping center you can find anywhere. Parking 
in front! Blah! The landscaped median does break up the monotony.  
• nothing unique, no sense of place 
 
Image 46 
• While it doesn't appear to have sidewalks, I love the mature character of this street 
• This looks like downtown Raleigh-- in the historic district.  I like historic districts- they're 
a really nice place to live. 
• Love it. Trees frame street well. Inviting to all users, pedestrian, cyclist, car...rikshaw. 
Houses relate to street well--close but not too close.  
• love streets that are lined and overarched with mature trees. Trees are provide a sense of 
security and buffer the sidewalk from the street.  Some on street parking would make the 
road seem narrower.  
• nice mature trees, houses a little removed from the street, but still facing front 
• much more comfortable and traversible 
 
Image 47 
• I don't like this wall. 
• The wall in this case might be justifiable given the houses proximity to the street.  This 
would be the case even more so, if the road was high traffic. However, my thoughts on 
the picture would be negatively effected if the property was in a quiet neighborhood 
and/or if the street in the forefront has light traffic.  
• Where is the sidewalk?  I like this as long as it is not a gated community.  The privacy 
wall is nicely done especially as the bushes/vines continue to cover the walls. 
• Privacy is nice. 
• What a harsh, ugly concrete fence! No sidewalk. It says 'stay out' to me. 
• too gated...doesnt seem part of a neighborhood...too exclusive 
 
Image 48 
• thank god for trees 
• I like that the sidewalk is wide enough for more than one person to be walking in either 
direction. 
• If this is a downtown area it is very walkable, which is a good thing 
• Isn't this right in front of the legislature? 
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• Very wide sidewalk 
• I'm not exactly sure what to be looking for here. Its a very wide street though it does have 
a wide sidewalk. A planted buffer might bring it more to scale and seem nice.  
• Sidewalk seems wider than necessary and would benefit by some visual separation from 
the one-way street. Bumpouts near intersections would probably calm traffic. 
• good sidewalks, pedestrian crosswalks, street parking 
 
Image 49 
• Just average, doesn't do a whole lot for me either way 
• Does the road need to be this wide? 
• Like trees, however sidewalk on just one side of the street is limiting. 
• Not much detail.  No sidewalk on one side. 
• Boring 
• well kept upscale  
• Needs sidewalks on both sides. Trees along right of way. Land markings. 
• streets a little broad---can imagine traffic speed is a little high 
• can't make out enough of the character of this place to judge 
 
Image 50 
• This looks like a fun place to walk around. The trees and bushes are pretty and well-kept, 
and the street looks safe because there are lots of cars and people walking around. 
• I especially like the parking. 
• neighborhood/ consumer friendly.  like the return to outdoor shopping instead of going to 
a mall. 
• Street appears very colorful and vibrant. Shade trees in the middle of the sidewalk look 
pleasant 
• Parking gives patrons immediate access without dominating storefront. Plantings are nice 
but awkwardly placed, reducing the sidewalk's spacious feel. Nice tree canopy, though. 
Storefronts are varied and interesting. Outside seating creates "outdoor room" effect. Safe 
for pedestrians. 
• trees should be closer to the parking to maximize sidewalk width. 
• Very appealing. Angle parking moves traffic far from pedestrians. Mature trees with 
understory planting creates refreshing walkways. Walkway along cars unobstructed by 
meters. Very inviting... encourages shoppers to linger, combine shopping with dining and 
entertainment... a complete destination. 
 
Were there urban features that you would have like to have seen in the pictures? (e.g.  
Parks, Trees, Multi-Family Residential Units) 
• trees! parks, bike lanes 
• Fountains. 
• Parks, trees, greenery in general 
• parks, trees and dense (city) homes 
• Parks, yes. Also schools and municipal buildings. 
• Ideally, when I look at a house or a building, I like to see a green lawn and some trees or 
bushes that are maintained. If there are too many plants or none at all, it gives the 
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impression of not being as nice of a neighborhood. There was only one or two parks 
shown, maybe there should be a couple more with a playground for children or actually 
showing people hanging out in it. I don't see the point of having a park if no one is using 
it. 
• Trees Trees Trees! / Minimize blacktop/neon signs/no blank bld faces/no bland colors/no 
rip it down to put up a parking lot/no McMansions on tiny lots/ nothing that requires us to 
use water to make it pretty 
• It could be interesting to take a closer look at urban parks/public spaces or either public 
transit stations/stops.  
• more parks, more open-areas, more trees/plants, more outdoor life (water areas/bike 
paths/walking paths), more kid-friendly areas 
• Yes, multi-family residental units and more trees. 
• Parks, free parking, vegetated buffers, civic art, historic architecture, town buildings 
• Parks, trees, mixed use, multi-family residential, privacy. 
• more outdoor art, disability access 
• Trees, small front yards, lack of garages and traffic indications 
• more parks 
• Parks. 
• Yes. 
• More multi-level structures that provide varying degrees of perspective (like the last 
photo). More varied facades/building fronts. More street trees in planting strips.  
• Trees and park or park-like areas that are part of a block or neighborhood, rather than 
isolated or stand-alone. 
• Yes 
• the pics with the trees, people outdoors enjoying the area/space were sadly, too few 
• trees, nice landscaping, village atmosphere 
• yes 
• Large shade trees lining the streets, green spaces, flowers, parks 
• more xerisaping and street trees. fewer giant single family homes. less downtown 
parking. 
• parks with useable open space mixed with a reasonable tax base. Chapel Hill cannot 
continue to exclude the businesses we all patronize and expect homeowners to continue 
to carry the extraordinary tax burden. Some sacrifice of beauty is necessary to do this.  
• More Parks with grown trees.  Houses/subdivisions with mature trees 
• Weren't these all represented in the pictures? 
• Sure, I like parks, lots of trees, and newly constructed, but charming 
condos/apartments/townhomes, or restored and landscaped older buildings. Hate to see 
the land completely razed for new construction - especially if it has no character. Hate to 
see the same 10 stores surrounding a big asphalt parking lot.  
• My comments gave high marks for mixed (appropriate) use, parks, trees, pedestrian and 
bicycle considerations, ADA compliance. 
• water features, open space, trails, neighborhoods with winding streets (less bowling alley 
effect) and sidewalks... 
• Well, a REAL urban street scene would have been nice -- Manhattan, say. 
• parks, trees, landscaping (flowers, foliage) wide sidewalks, good lighting, nice benches 
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Additional Comments: 
• The wires were particularly disagreeable 
• nice survey! 
• I like the pictures with a good mix of trees and urban features 
• I fear I rated one large street scene (no trees, four or more lanes) about 6 - 8 from the end 
as Liking Extremeley, when I meant to say Dislike Extremely. 
• My preference is in rural areas to begin with, so many of these "city" pictures just don't 
appeal to me in general. 
• Chapel Hill-Carrboro has got it all: The good, the bad, and the ugly.  
• Reduce visibility of cars/trucks and streets unnecessaruly wide in residential areas and 
nearby serving commercial areas. 
• I'm pretty biased -- I dislike new construction, especially Southern new construction.  The 
buildings are out of proportion, the windows out of place, the styles all confused with one 
another, and so many are vulgar or cheap looking (sometimes within the same structure, 
an amazing accomplishment!). 
• Enjoyable exercise, thank you. 
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In-person Survey Comments 
 
Positive features 
• People in the pictures (very positive) 
• Trees 
• Well-maintained landscaping 
• Large buffers between places 
• Small, quaint houses (place for grandma to live) 
• Connectivity (near other things) 
• Parking can be positive 
 
Negative features 
• Asphalt and concrete 
• Strip malls 
• Sprawl 
• Utility poles 
• Desolated suburban neighborhoods 
 
Were there urban features that you would have like to have seen in the pictures? (e.g.  
Parks, Trees, Multi-Family Residential Units) 
• More open space 
• Different architectural styles and a mix of building types 
• Contrasting densities 
• Multi-family residential buildings 
 
General comments 
• It was hard to go with a gut reaction when so many factors in the pictures influence 
emotions 
• The order of the images is important (opinions probably would have changed if the 
pictures were in a different order) 
• There was too much to look at in the pictures 
• Ratings may have changed if not only considering whether the image content should be 
“in Chapel Hill” 
• Weather is important in decisions 
• The angle of the photograph is important 
• People view the photograph from the point of view of a pedestrian, not of a driver 
• Ratings are based on:  “Is the street manageable?  Is it comfortable?” 
• The scale of the subject was important 
• Context is important (need to see more than just the house) 
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Student Online Survey Comments 
 
Image 1 
• Too close to the road 
• road's too wide 
 
Image 2 
• Dense development is commendable; blank wall is not. 
• I dislike the fence 
 
Image 3 
No comments 
 
Image 4 
• great 
• looks propserous 
 
Image 5 
• It looks like each yard has its own character, but is it near to "activity centers" with stores 
and services? 
• sidewalks? 
 
Image 6 
No comments 
 
Image 7 
• fence too close to narrow sidewalk, constricting and aggressive toward pedestrian 
• Stepfordish looking 
 
Image 8 
• The only good thing about this is the clearly defined entryway. Parking out front is really 
unfriendly to passers-by. 
 
Image 9 
• Nice storefronts and benches 
 
Image 10 
• No landscape coverage makes it ugly. Sea of parking. Brick is nice though. 
 
Image 11 
• Amusingly evil. 
• nice house materials, wouldn't want to live there 
 
Image 12 
• Lots of trees but too much parking 
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Image 13 
• hate fences 
 
Image 14 
• Like the design but not the (low) human activity level. Overhead wires not great. 
• I like small towns 
• narrow sidewalk 
 
Image 15 
No comments 
 
Image 16 
No comments 
 
Image 17 
• Design emphasis on garage sucks big time. But, I've seen worse so I didn't give it the 
absolute lowst rating. 
• boring 
 
Image 18 
No comments 
 
Image 19 
• Topography makes this a nice site. 
• Not enough street trees 
 
Image 20 
• I like narrow, brick streets. Trees and landscaping have better effect 
 
Image 21 
No comments 
 
Image 22 
• To me, this is hell on earth. 
• Garage dominates the house 
 
Image 23 
• too much pavement, not a lot of difference 
 
Image 24 
• street too wide, view too sparse 
 
Image 25 
• more modern and lively 
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Image 26 
• torture 
 
Image 27 
• This place looks confused. 
• yea for green! 
• can't tell what the buildings are 
 
Image 28 
• I couldn't give it the lowest rating, because look - street trees! They're trying. 
• Tarheel colors are kind of fun 
 
Image 29 
• picture lists slightly 
 
Image 30 
• too open 
 
Image 31 
• The building is too far away from the sidewalk 
 
Image 32 
No comments 
 
Image 33 
• nice tree canopy and shrubs at sidewalk scale 
• The road is too wide 
 
Image 34 
• This is kind of out of context so I can't really tell, but looks like sidewalks are lacking, no 
place to sit... 
 
Image 35 
• Organized nature with no houses. It works. 
• power pole annoying 
 
Image 36 
• fall colors are pretty 
• tree are nice 
 
Image 37 
No comments 
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Image 38 
• I'm torn because my design training says "no" but my mind says, "authentic small hick-
town" - this ain't no chain store! 
• cars are imposing 
 
Image 39 
No comments 
 
Image 40 
• Looks rural. What's the context? I like that you can see through the fence, but it's not 
chain link. 
 
Image 41 
• front yards look a little big; I might not feel safe walking alone here at night,  
• nice trees  
• power lines annoying, trees nice 
 
Image 42 
• Looks small and unique because it is not as polished as new neighborhoods 
• That place has great pizza 
 
Image 43 
• Could be improve with a sidewalk but other than that I like it; looks historic. 
 
Image 44 
• Can't tell if the parking is on-street or in a strip mall. 
• sidewalk narrow, looks slanted 
 
Image 45 
• Planters are pretty nice, as is the sidewalk 
 
Image 46 
No comments 
 
Image 47 
• ugly wall w/ sparse landscaping 
 
Image 48 
• Trees are on the wrong side of the sidewalk, where's the buffer between peds and cars? 
 
Image 49 
No comments 
 
Image 50 
• Is this on a street or in a not-quite-strip mall? Context would change my opinion 
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Appendix F – Instructions for Creating an Online Image Survey 
Instructions for Creating an Online Image Survey 
 
I. Set up Qualtrics account 
a. Go to http://www.qualtrics.com/ and create a free account (follow Qualtrics 
instructions) 
 
II. Determine the image set 
a. Content – decide on the content of the images you wish to study 
b. Number – decide on the number of images to be included in the survey 
 
III. Select images for survey 
a. Choose images based on set guidelines for weather, lighting, and content 
b. Supplement images with those found on http://www.pedbikeimages.org/ 
under the category of “Community Image Survey” 
 
IV. Create survey 
a. Go to the Qualtrics website 
b. Click on “Create Survey” and then “Survey Wizard” 
i. Choose a survey template (e.g. Business – Blue) and proceed without 
adding questions 
c. Click on “Add Question Block” and type in an appropriate name (e.g. 
Block1) 
d. Within the new Question Block, add a Question 
i. “Multiple Choice” 
ii. Single Answer, Horizontal Choices 
iii. Text Choices 
e. Instead of text, click on the “Insert an Image” button 
f. Click Upload 
g. Upload the photo and insert 
h. Click on “Commonly Used Response Scales” and choose Hedonic Scale with 
7 choices 
i. Reverse the order and apply the scale 
j. Add another question (create a text question to allow users to comment on 
the image) 
k. Repeat this process until all the images are added into questions in their own 
block 
l. Click on “Survey Flow” and “Insert Element” to add the 
“BlockRandomizer” 
i. Within this randomizer, choose the number of images that you want 
shown and how they should be randomized 
m. Add any additional introductory questions 
 
V. Distribute survey 
a. Activate the survey and distribute  
b. Close the survey after the research period 
c. Analyze the results 
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